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Abstract 
Landmines and buried improvised explosive devices (IEDs) have been an increasing threat 
to occupants within armoured vehicles during recent conflicts. Whilst there a range of 
blast protection technologies available for armoured vehicles, such as v-shaped hulls and 
energy attenuating materials and seating systems, a recent study has shown the potential 
to use water for near-field blast mitigation. Whilst that study identified the potential to use 
water on-board an armoured vehicle for blast mitigation, there was minimal 
understanding of the physical mechanisms that govern the mitigation, which makes 
optimisation of any design using water extremely challenging. As water is already carried 
on-board armoured vehicles inside containers, its use as part of the protection system is 
attractive as it would require no added mass. This ensures that enhancements in the 
survivability of the vehicle only have a minimal impact on other critical functionality such 
as mobility. This PhD thesis focuses on understanding the physical mechanisms 
responsible for near-field blast mitigation with water, and then uses that knowledge to 
optimise the design of water-filled containers. 
 
The methodology used throughout the investigation was to conduct a series of 
experiments that examined the mitigation provided to a flat, high-strength steel plate 
(representing a simplified armoured vehicle belly plate) by a water-filled container 
subjected to near-field blast loading. Experiments were conducted using an explosion 
bulge die test setup with a 5.06 kg cylindrical PE4 charge placed at a stand-off distance of 
600 mm from the steel plate. The water-filled containers were placed between the steel 
plate and the explosive charge. Assessments of performance were made in terms of the 
reduction in deformation of the steel plate. Numerical simulations were then validated 
against the experimental results and further interrogated to understand the mechanisms 
responsible for the blast mitigation.  
 
The first major body of research focused on understanding the influence that container 
geometry had on the blast mitigation provided by a quadrangular-shaped container. The 
experimental results showed that taller and narrower water-filled containers provided the 
best mitigation. The best performing container provided a 65% reduction in peak 
deformation when compared to the bare plate setup. The numerical simulations were 
performed using a coupled Euler-Lagrange approach in ANSYS® AUTODYN®. Validated 
numerical simulations were then used to identify and quantify the roles of each of the key 
mitigation mechanisms. These were found to be the mass of the water; the shadow region 
generated by the container deflecting the detonation products; and the radial spreading of 
the water. The level of blast mitigation provided by the water-filled containers was 
governed by the trade-off between these mitigation mechanisms and the increase in 
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loading at the container surface due to its closer proximity to the explosive charge. The 
trade-off between the increased loading and the enhancement of the mitigation 
mechanisms was found to result in an optimum container width for a given height.  
 
The second major body of research focused on using the mitigation mechanisms identified 
to optimise the design of the container geometry. Numerical simulations were used to 
develop a range of novel container shapes, which were then experimentally assessed to 
determine their effectiveness. The container shapes evaluated included; 1) cone, 2) 
inverted cone, 3) diamond, 4) mushroom, and 5) array of water containers described as a 
kinetic energy defeat device (KEDD). A mushroom-shaped container was found to 
provide more efficient blast mitigation than the best performing quadrangular containers 
due to its enhancement of the shadowing and spreading mitigation mechanisms.  
 
The research also focused on understanding the role of the mitigant within the container. 
Experiments were conducted to compare the water to; 1) aerated water, 2) sand, 3) 
expanded polystyrene (EPS), 4) combination of EPS and water, and 5) shear thickening 
fluid made with corn starch and water. The water was found to provide the best 
mitigation per unit mass, while the sand, which was the densest mitigant, provided the 
best mitigation per unit volume. Validated numerical simulations of each of the 
experiments identified the loading and mitigation mechanisms for each mitigant type. The 
key mitigation mechanisms were still found to be mass, shadowing and spreading for each 
of the mitigants, with their performance determined by their ability to exploit each of these 
mechanisms. 
 
The research then focused on understanding the integration issues associated with using a 
water-filled container on an armoured vehicle. The first integration issue addressed was 
the influence of generating a stand-off between the container and the target. The 
experiments and numerical simulations showed that there was minimal difference in 
target deformation for small container stand-off distances. However, the blast mitigation 
was reduced when the container was placed too close to the explosive. The second 
integration issue addressed was the influence of multiple containers placed in proximity to 
one another. Experiments were conducted to assess the influence of gap size between 
containers for explosive charges placed above a central container as well as above the gap 
between two containers. Increasing the gap size between containers resulted in less blast 
mitigation, although in all cases the water-filled containers provided some mitigation. 
Limitations in this investigation identified that further work was required to assess 
whether these findings were consistent for multiple container sizes and loading 
conditions.  
 
The research outcomes from this PhD thesis have contributed to the body of knowledge in 
understanding the physical mechanisms associated with using a range of mitigant-filled 
containers for near-field blast mitigation. This includes identifying a range of methods to 
isolate each of the loading and mitigation mechanisms, which can be used in other blast 
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protection investigations in the future. The thesis also provides guidance to designers in 
terms of optimising the container geometry to maximise protection and identifies some of 
the challenges associated with integrating these designs onto an armoured vehicle.  
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
1.1  Background 
1.1.1 Casualties Associated with Landmines and IEDs 
The Landmine Monitor 2016 [1] reports that there have been over 100,000 people injured 
or killed by landmines between 1999 and 2015. Whilst these deaths are often associated 
with regions of current conflict, Figure 1.1 shows the locations of the ~60 countries where 
landmines, explosive remnants of war and cluster submunitions caused either injuries or 
fatalities in 2015. There is an estimated 100 million landmines buried around the world [2], 
and they represent an ongoing problem for civilian safety in many countries around the 
world. The United Nations (UN) is committed to demining, and it remains a dangerous 
activity with 1675 casualties between 1999 and 2015 [1]. Radonic et al. [3] provides details 
of the injuries due to demining in Southern Croatia. There were 29 incidents, resulting in 2 
deaths and 53 people injured between 1991 and 1995 from a team of 160 pyro technicians 
from the Croatian army. This example highlights the clear risks associated with demining, 
with almost a third of trained workers being injured.  
 
 
Figure 1.1 States/areas with landmine or explosive remnants of war (ERW) casualties  
   in 2015. [1] 
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1.1.2 History of Anti-Tank Mine Use 
Attacks against armoured vehicles by buried blast charges can be broadly grouped into 
two categories: 1) anti-tank (AT) mines and 2) improvised explosive devices. AT mines are 
a class of regular military ordnance designed to present a severe risk to armoured vehicles 
and their occupants. The development of AT mines was the German response to the 
British use of tanks in World War 1 (WW1) [4]. With the increased use of tanks in WW1, 
the use of AT mines as a defensive tactic became more prevalent and it was estimated that 
around 20% of tank losses in WW2 were due to AT mines [5]. The largest use of AT mines 
was during the Bush War in Southern Africa. Between 1971 and 1980 there were 2405 
incidents of landmines detonating under vehicles in Rhodesia. These incidents resulted in 
the deaths of 632 people and injuries to 4410 people [4]. AT mines were also used 
extensively in Vietnam and were responsible for ~10% of all American deaths in the 
conflict. Of the American tanks and armoured personnel carriers destroyed during the 
conflict ~75% of them were due to AT mines [6].  
 
According to the analysis of Showichen [7], based on the data collected by King [8], 
currently there are 168 different types of AT mines. Around 60% of these mines cause 
damage through the blast wave they generate, while the rest cause damage through the 
generation of a shaped charge or via fragmentation.  
 
More recently, in regions where there are active conflicts taking place, improvised 
explosive devices (IED) have been responsible for large numbers of injuries and fatalities 
to both civilian and military personnel. Rather than using a purpose built AT mine, 
insurgents in many conflicts have chosen to improvise threats from readily available 
material. During Operation Enduring Freedom, which was primarily focused in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, 3536 coalition military personnel have been killed since 2001 [9]. Almost 50% 
of those deaths were the result of an IED attack, although not all of these IEDs are buried. 
In addition to the military deaths, IEDs were responsible for the deaths of ~5000 civilians 
in Afghanistan between 2009 and 2014 [10]. Due to their effective use when engaging in 
asymmetric warfare, landmines and IEDs will continue to play a role in future conflicts 
with insurgencies. These statistics highlight the importance of developing technologies 
that are capable of providing protection to both military and civilian personnel from 
landmines and buried IEDs.  
 
1.1.3 Concepts to Protect Against Landmines and Buried IEDs 
In order to address the threat to the mounted Warfighter (within an armoured vehicle), 
technologies are typically focused on a range of technical areas: 1) Prevention, 2) 
Detection, 3) Neutralisation and 4) Mitigation.  
 
Prevention – It is difficult to prevent the use of mines and IEDs. Whilst the Ottawa treaty 
bans the use of landmines, not all countries adhere to the treaty and it does not prevent 
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insurgents using IEDs in regions of conflict. Policing and surveillance are the two most 
common methods used to deter people from burying landmines and IEDs [12]. 
 
Detection – The earliest and most primitive technique used to detect mines was the visual 
observation of disturbed soil. In WW1, a Józef Kosacki who was a Polish army office 
developed a hand-held mine detector which he gave to the British [4]. More recently, 
ground penetrating radar and other detection methods have been assessed and utilised in 
detecting landmines. These methods are increasingly being used on armoured vehicles as 
part of mine clearance operations. The use of remote controlled vehicles that are capable of 
detecting landmines is another advance in protecting people from the dangers associated 
with demining activities. A summary of landmine detection methods, including their 
relative strengths and weaknesses was written by Bello [13]. It was noted that all of the 
detection methods suffered limitations with different terrain for non-metallic mines. As 
this is the case, it is unlikely that current detection technology will identify every 
landmine. Hence there is a requirement to continue to develop protection systems that can 
protect vehicle occupants in the event of an AT mine or buried IED being triggered.  
 
Neutralise – Mine clearance vehicles were developed in WW2 in response to the defensive 
tactics that were used to limit mobility [4]. In recent conflicts, remote controlled vehicles 
are increasingly being used to neutralise landmines and IEDs, allowing the operator to 
perform his duties at a safe distance. Where disarming is not possible, the charges are 
neutralised through a controlled explosion, which is commonly referred to as being ‘blown 
in-place’.  
 
Protect – In some circumstances, the landmine or IED will function and methods of 
protection are required to reduce the likelihood of injury. Bomb suits and mine boots can 
provide some protection against anti-personnel mines for dismounted personnel. For more 
comprehensive protection, the use of an armoured vehicle is required and there are a 
number of protection technologies employed on these vehicles to reduce the effects of an 
explosion. These protection technologies will be further outlined in Chapter 2. One of the 
issues with providing protection to occupants within an armoured vehicle is the balance 
required between providing an adequate level of protection and meeting the mission 
requirements. For armoured fighting vehicles, there is a trade-off in design between 
survivability, mobility and firepower. A similar trade-off is required for armoured logistics 
vehicles, where there is a trade-off between survivability, mobility and load carriage. 
Systems designed to protect vehicles from landmines and IEDs generally need to be 
lightweight in order to achieve the mission requirements. Hence technologies which 
increase the protection of a vehicle while minimising the adding mass need to be 
developed to ensure that these armoured vehicles can deal with increasing threat levels 
while maintaining their mission performance.  
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1.2  Aim and Scope of PhD Project 
The brief overview of methods to protect vehicles from landmines and IEDs presented in 
this chapter showed that there is clear scope to improve both the ability to detect and 
protect against these threats. This thesis will focus on exploring methods to improve the 
protection of vehicles subjected to blast threats. As there is a wide range of technologies 
that can be used to enhance the protection of a vehicle, a literature review of protection 
technologies was conducted to identify a technology that showed significant promise in 
enhancing vehicle survivability without impacting the weight of the vehicle. A 
preliminary study by Bornstein et al. [14] identified that water-filled containers, which are 
already carried on armoured vehicles during operations, could be used as part of the 
protection system. One of the limitations identified in their study was a lack of 
understanding of the physical mechanisms responsible for the blast mitigation provided 
by the water-filled containers. As such, this PhD project was established to provide a more 
thorough understanding of the use of water-filled containers in near-field blast protection. 
  
The major aims of the thesis are: 
 
1. To determine the key physical mechanisms responsible for water-filled containers 
mitigating the deformation of a steel plate subject to a near-field air blast.  
 
2. To quantify how much each physical mechanism contributes to the overall blast 
mitigation.  
 
3. To determine how these physical mechanisms can be exploited to optimise the blast 
mitigation efficiency of water-filled containers.  
 
4. To determine whether there are advantages in replacing the water with another mitigant 
to further exploit the mitigation mechanisms. 
 
1.3  Thesis Format 
Chapter 2 - Literature Review 
This chapter gives a critical and comprehensive review of blast effects and blast mitigation. 
The literature review is broken down into three major topics. The first topic is focused on 
blast protection technologies for armoured vehicles. The basics of blast loading are 
introduced and then the development of a range of different blast protection technologies 
that can be used on armoured vehicles is discussed. The protection technologies discussed 
include v-shaped hulls, materials for hull design, energy attenuating materials, active blast 
protection and the use of water-filled containers. The physics behind each of these 
protection technologies is described along with the limitations of our current 
understanding. The second topic focuses on providing an overview of previous work 
where water has been used in blast protection applications. Some of these applications 
include the use of a water wall to protect infrastructure from blast threats and mitigating 
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the damage caused by an explosion in a munitions storage facility. An overview of 
experiments that directly compare the use of water to other mitigants is also provided. The 
third topic focuses on describing a range of potential mitigation mechanisms that could be 
responsible for the water-filled containers providing blast mitigation. These mechanisms 
include evaporation, momentum extraction, shadowing, cavitation and peak pressure 
modification.  
 
Chapter 3 - Research Methodology 
This chapter provides a justification and description for the basic experimental setup used 
throughout the investigation. The experiments were conducted using the explosion bulge 
die test method and focused on measuring the mitigation provided by water-filled 
containers through a reduction in the peak deformation of a steel target plate. The chapter 
also describes the setup of the numerical models used in the investigation and includes a 
mesh refinement study. A coupled Euler-Lagrange description of the problem was used in 
order to analyse and evaluate the physics involved in the blast experiments. In addition to 
replicating the experimental setup, numerical model setups are described which can 
quantify the spatial distribution of loading on a target plate. 
   
Chapter 4- Effect of Container Geometry 
This chapter is broken into three sections. The first section is focused on the blast 
experiments conducted to assess the influence of geometry on the mitigation performance 
of quadrangular-shaped water-filled containers. A range of configurations were assessed 
and included cases where the volume of water was fixed and the height and width of the 
containers were modified. The height and width of the containers were also varied 
independently of one another. In addition, the water-filled container performance was also 
compared to steel panels of equivalent areal density. The second section describes the 
validation of the numerical models for each of the experimental test conditions. The third 
section focuses on quantifying the role of each of the mitigation mechanisms. This 
assessment was conducted by using the validated numerical models to isolate the role of 
each mitigation mechanism. 
 
Chapter 5 - Optimisation of Container Geometry 
This chapter is broken into three key sections. The first section is focused on the 
optimisation of quadrangular-shaped container geometry for blast mitigation. A numerical 
modelling investigation is presented analysing the optimum size of a water-filled 
container for the specific blast scenario investigated. The second section is focused on the 
experiments conducted to investigate the potential of novel container shapes to enhance 
the performance of the water-filled containers and understand the effects of more complex 
geometry on the mitigation provided. The third section describes the validation of the 
numerical models for the novel container experiments as well as providing insights into 
the performance for each container shape.  
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Chapter 6 - Effect of Mitigant Type 
This chapter is broken into three key sections. The first section is focused on experiments 
conducted with containers that were filled with one of six different mitigant materials to 
assess the blast protection they provide. The mitigant materials assessed were bulk water, 
aerated water, sand, expanded polystyrene (EPS), EPS and water, and shear thickening 
fluid (corn starch and water). The second section describes the validation of the numerical 
models for each mitigant type and the third section focuses on identifying the mechanisms 
responsible for the mitigation provided by each mitigant material. 
 
Chapter 7 – Assessment of Integration Issues 
This chapter is broken into two major sections. The first section is focused on 
understanding the impact of introducing a stand-off between the water-filled container 
and the target. Both experiments and numerical simulations are used for this investigation. 
The second section is focused on the use of multiple water-filled containers in a protection 
system. An experimental investigation is presented that evaluates the influence of the gap 
size between multiple containers on the blast mitigation provided to a flat steel plate for 
explosive charges placed both directly above a central container and directly above the 
centre of the gap between containers.  
 
Chapter 8 – Conclusions and Recommendations 
This chapter will summarise the major outcomes of the PhD study. 
 
1.4  Publications  
The publications arising from the research conducted as part of the PhD project are listed 
below.  
 
1. H. Bornstein, S. Ryan and A. Mouritz, Physical mechanisms for near-field blast mitigation 
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(This paper was also presented at the International Symposium on Ballistics in 
Edinburgh 2016 and an extended abstract appears in the conference proceedings.) 
 
2. H. Bornstein, S. Ryan and A. Mouritz, Effect of fluid properties on the blast mitigation 
provided by fluid containers, 24th International Symposium on Military Aspects of Blast 
and Shock (MABS 24), Halifax, Canada, 18th-23rd September, 2016. 
 
3. H. Bornstein, S. Ryan and A. Mouritz, Physical mechanisms for near-field blast mitigation 
with fluid containers, Explosion blast response of composites (Ed: A.P. Mouritz and 
Y.D.S Rajapakse), Woodhead Publishing, 2017. 
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mitigant type, International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 113, pp. 106-117, 2018. 
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review 
Abstract 
This chapter introduces the basics of blast loading along with the associated structural 
responses of armoured vehicles and injuries to occupants. Following this, a range of 
technologies used to protect vehicles against blast threats is described along with their 
physical blast mitigation mechanisms. An analysis of the current level of understanding 
for a wide range of blast protection technologies indicated that there is a significant gap in 
the knowledge of using water-filled containers as part of the blast protection system of an 
armoured vehicle. Based on this finding, this PhD project is focused on addressing this 
particular knowledge gap. As such, the majority of the literature review focuses on 
understanding previously published work using water for blast protection applications. 
This approach was taken to draw insights into the physical mechanisms by which water 
can reduce the loading from an explosive event to help target the research conducted as 
part of the PhD project.  
 
 
2.1  Blast Protection Technology for Armoured Vehicle Hulls  
2.1.1 Basics of Blast Loading   
2.1.1.1 Air Blast Loading 
This section provides a very brief overview of the blast physics that are relevant to 
armoured vehicle protection. A comprehensive overview of blast waves in air is provided 
by Needham [15]. The detonation of a high explosive results in the conversion of the solid 
explosive into a gaseous state with high temperature and pressure. The detonation 
products act like a piston and drive a shock wave in the air ahead of the detonation 
products. A rarefaction wave is also generated due to the rapid expansion of the 
detonation products. A typical Friedlander description of a pressure wave is shown in 
Figure 2.1. This represents the standard blast waveform when the shock wave is outside 
the fireball.  
 
When evaluating the loading from a blast wave onto a solid object it is important to define 
a series of parameters, which are as follows:  
 
Incident pressure (Pi) – Gas pressure as measured side-on to the flow.  
 
Reflected pressure (Pr) – Gas pressure as measured front-on to the flow whereby the flow 
is stopped at the surface.  
 
Dynamic pressure (Pd) – Pressure due to the kinetic energy of the flow (1/2ρv2). 
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Positive phase duration (td) – Total time that the incident or reflected pressure is above the 
level of ambient air in the initial loading phase.  
 
Incident or Reflected Impulse (Ii or Ir) – Area under the incident or reflected pressure time 
history in the initial loading phase.  
 
 
 
Figure 2.1 Typical Friedlander blast waveform. Adapted from [16]. 
 
The most common approach to determine the loading from an explosive is through the use 
of the Kingary-Bulmash empirical equations [17]. These equations describe a range of blast 
wave parameters for a given mass and stand-off distance to the explosive charge. Every 
parameter is normalised in terms of TNT as the explosive, and the equations are expressed 
in the form of a scaled distance (Z).  
 
𝑍 (𝑚/𝑘𝑔1/3) =  
𝑅
𝐶𝑚
1/3         (2.1) 
 
Where R is the distance from the explosive charge and Cm is the mass of explosive.  
 
The original equations are defined for both spherical and hemispherical charges, and are 
used within the fundamentals of protective design against conventional weapons 
handbook [18]. Extensions to these equations to account for the effects of ground reflection 
and formation of a Mach stem are presented by Swisdak [19] and incorporated in the 
t
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United Facilities Criteria for structures to resist the effects of accidental explosions [20]. 
These equations are commonly extended to alternate explosive types through the use of a 
TNT equivalency and included as loading functions within commercial hydrocodes. 
Whilst references such as Swisdak [19] provide a list of explosive equivalencies, Locking 
[21] and Cooper [22] note these need to be used with caution as the TNT equivalence 
depends on many variables even though it is often simplified to a single value.  
 
Whilst definitions of the near-field for blast vary, in this thesis it will refer to the region 
within the fireball (typically 10-20 charge radii [23, 24]). This corresponds to a scaled 
distance (Z) of <1 m/kg1/3. Figure 2.2 shows how the energy is distributed between the 
kinetic and internal energies of both the air and detonation products at varying distances 
from a pentolite charge. It indicates that close to the charge a significant amount of the 
energy of the blast wave is located within the kinetic energy of the detonation products. 
Hence for blast mitigation systems to be effective within the near-field, they must dissipate 
the energy from not only the shock wave but also the detonation products.  
 
 
Figure 2.2 Spatial profile of energy distribution of centrally detonated pentolite at   
   various distances from the explosive charge. [25]  
 
2.1.1.2 Buried Explosive Charges 
Armoured vehicles are often at greatest risk from explosive charges buried in soil. A 
description of the detonation of a buried charge and the subsequent loading on a target is 
provided by Bergeron [26] and comprises three distinct phases. These phases have also 
been documented in experiments conducted by Rigby et al. [27] and Taylor et al. [28]. 
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Phase 1 – Detonation and bubble expansion 
The detonation products generated by the explosive charge are a very high pressure gas  
(typically 20 GPa) with temperatures in excess of 50000C. The expansion of the detonation 
products results in crushing of the surrounding soil. As the shock wave within the soil 
reaches the ground surface, a shock wave is generated in the air but the shock-impedance 
mismatch at the soil/air interface results in a tensile wave being transmitted back into the 
expanding detonation products. The expanding detonation products form a bubble of soil 
that gets thinner as it expands.  
 
Phase 2 – Soil Plug and Detonation Product Loading 
A range of parameters such as the stand-off distance, soil type, moisture content and 
charge size will determine whether the soil bubble ruptures and creates a soil cap prior to 
interacting with a target. The initial loading phase is due to the soil bubble/cap and 
detonation products loading the target. The formation of the soil bubble/cap was 
computed using numerical simulations conducted by Fiserova [29], who simulated a 1 kg 
charge in prairie soil (Figure 2.3). The simulations showed a clear soil bubble along with 
an outer annulus of soil ejecta. Small-scale experiments conducted by Taylor et al.  [28] 
using a Kolsky bar apparatus indicated that this phase of the target loading occurs over an 
area of the target of approximately 3.5 charge radii. They also found that this phase 
accounted for 50% of the total momentum delivered to the target in their experiments. In 
contrast, larger scale experiments using Kolsky bars conducted by Rigby et al. [27] 
observed that 75% of the momentum was transferred to the target during this phase of the 
loading.  
 
Phase 3 – Soil Ejecta Loading  
As the detonation products expand they ‘scoop out’ a significant amount of soil which 
moves towards the target (resulting in a blast crater). This soil ejecta is typically in the 
form of an annulus of material that loads the outer regions of a target away from the 
centre-line. The loading from this phase is of a lower peak pressure but takes place over a 
longer time period. It also occurs over a greater area on the target. Based on the 
experiments conducted by Rigby et al. [27] and Taylor et al. [28], this phase contributes 
between 25-50% of the total impulse delivered to a target. In addition to the loading from 
the soil ejecta in this phase, the annulus of soil ejecta confines the detonation products, 
enhancing the duration of their loading on the target. The formation of the annulus of soil 
was shown in numerical simulations conducted by Fiserova [29] when simulating a 1 kg 
charge in prairie soil (Figure 2.3b). Prairie soil is cohesive and hence the soil bubble 
remains intact for longer than granular soils such as sand. This results in further 
confinement of the detonation products when a target is present.  
 
An empirical model for landmine loading was developed by Westine [30] and further 
expanded upon by Tremblay [31] to take into account the angle of incidence of loading on 
a target. The model defines a specific impulse delivered to a target at given locations based 
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on the spatial distribution of loading for a given charge size, charge shape, depth of burial, 
stand-off and soil density. This model has been implemented in the LS-DYNA hydrocode.  
 
 
Figure 2.3 2D numerical simulation of 1 kg explosive charge detonated in prairie soil.  
   (a) 0.4 ms after detonation. The early crater formation and soil bubble are  
   shown. (b) 8.69 ms after detonation. The later stages of crater formation are  
   shown with the soil ejecta forming an annulus and confining the detonation  
   products. Adapted from [29]. 
 
2.1.2 Structural Response and Injury Mechanisms 
Injuries to an occupant within a vehicle subjected to a buried IED attack are typically a 
result of four major structural responses (Figure 2.4): 
  
1) Hull rupture, which results in the ingress of detonation products and soil ejecta, 
potentially resulting in blast overpressure and fragmentation injuries.  
 
2) Localised deformation, which can result in injuries to occupants’ lower legs due to floor 
deformation, spinal injuries due to deformation of the seat mounting points causing large 
accelerations of the pelvis, or head and neck injuries due to deformation of the seat 
mounting points resulting in contact between the head and interior structure of the 
vehicle. 
 
3) Global motion, which can result in spinal injuries due to the change in velocity of the 
vehicle over a short time period (either in the initial upwards acceleration or the 
subsequent set down).  
 
4) Tertiary effects such as secondary projectiles impacting the occupant [14].  
 
Soil bubble 
Annulus of 
Soil 
(a) (b) 
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Figure 2.4  Major structural responses of armoured vehicle to blast loading from a buried 
 charge, including crew vulnerability and timescales [14]. The structural responses 
 that protection systems are typically designed for are circled.  
 
Ramasamy et al. [32] conducted a study that analysed the fracture patterns of battlefield 
casualties from explosive events between April and September 2008 in the British hospital 
in Afghanistan. For the 28 casualties that were classified as being from the “enclosed” 
group, where they were either inside a vehicle or cover, there were 59 zones of injury. Of 
those 59 zones of injury, 54 were to the lower limbs. Given the high numbers of lower limb 
injuries and the minimal number of spinal injuries, this indicates that the major injury 
mechanism was localised deformation and not global motion. No injuries were attributed 
to blast overpressure and fragmentation that would occur due to a hull rupture. Whilst 
only a single study, the findings by Ramasamy et al. [32] indicates that reducing 
deformation should be a primary focus for blast mitigation solutions for armoured 
vehicles. 
  
The main injuries associated with localised deformation of an armoured vehicle hull are to 
the lower limbs and spine of the occupant. During blast testing on armoured vehicles, the 
loading on an occupant is measured by a Hybrid III Anthropomorphic Test Device (ATD). 
The loads recorded by the Hybrid III ATD are then compared to injury criteria for each 
body region. These criteria have been developed through biomechanical testing.  
 
The injury criteria for a lower leg is defined by the axial force exerted on the tibia. 
Yoganandan et al. [33] analysed a series of post-mortem human specimen (PMHS) lower 
legs that had been subjected to axial loading through the foot and recorded the axial force 
in the tibia. They defined the probability of an AIS2+ injury based on the axial force 
measured and the age of the occupant. For the lower leg, an AIS2+ injury constitutes any 
fracture within the foot, ankle, tibia or fibula. Yoganandan and colleagues calculated a 10% 
probability of injury when an axial force of 5.4 kN was applied to the lower leg of a 45 yr 
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old male. This value is similar to the work of Funk [34], who calculated an axial force of  
5.7 kN for the same condition. These injury criteria indicate that protection measures 
should be targeted at reducing the force delivered to the lower leg. This implies that 
changing the rate at which the loading is applied can have an impact on lower leg 
protection.  
 
Loading to the spine from a buried charge event on an armoured vehicle is predominantly 
in the vertical direction. This is due to the acceleration of the pelvis, which is in direct 
contact with the seat. A range of spinal injury criteria associated with the acceleration of 
the pelvis are based upon the Eiband curve [35]. In these criteria both the acceleration and 
the time over which it acts are included in the assessment of injury. An alternative 
approach to spinal injury criteria is the dynamic response index (DRI) that was introduced 
by Stech and Payne [36]. The DRI is a mathematical model that describes the compression 
of the spine based on an acceleration vs time curve from a rigid seat. Brinkley and Shaffer 
[37] assessed the DRI for a range of ejection seats based on actual injuries in US aircraft, 
and based on their work a DRI value of ~19 corresponds to a 10% risk of an AIS 2 spinal 
injury. For the spine an AIS 2 injury typically constitutes a compression fracture. Brinkley 
and Shaffer [37] noted that the DRI vs probability of injury curve was only valid for cases 
where the spine was loaded axially. Any off-centre loading resulted in a higher probability 
of injury which needs to be considered if using the DRI for vehicle protection. The rate of 
acceleration of the pelvis and the duration over which the acceleration occurs are directly 
related to spinal injury. Thus, protection measures should be targeted at reducing the rate 
at which the loading is applied, and minimising its duration.  
 
2.1.3 Material Selection 
2.1.3.1 Monolithic Armour Panels 
The selection of the material for the lower hull of an armoured vehicle is focused on 
mitigating the effects of blast loading in terms of hull rupture as well as reducing localised 
deformation. Haskell [38] developed a semi-empirical model to assess the performance of 
different metals in terms of both their deformation and rupture threshold. The key 
material property that governs the deformation of a panel when subjected to blast loading 
is the strength (yield and/or ultimate). This is well established in the analytical models of 
Jones [39] and the semi-empirical models developed by Nurick et al. [40, 41]. In terms of 
rupture threshold, both the strength and ductility of the material are important. Langdon 
et al. [42] suggests that the specific energy to tensile failure, which is represented as the 
area under a quasi-static tensile stress-strain curve is the key parameter to predict the 
rupture threshold.  
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Haskell [38] compared rolled homogenous armour (RHA) with an aluminium alloy (5083) 
for an equivalent areal density and found that the steel outperformed the aluminium in 
terms of both deformation and rupture threshold. A more recent study by Langdon et al. 
[42] also found that an RHA steel (ARMOX 370T) outperformed aluminium (5083), 
although the aluminium did outperform mild steel in terms of deformation. Experiments 
conducted by McDonald et al. [43] indicate that it may be possible to use higher strength 
armour steel to reduce deformation without any loss in the rupture threshold. McDonald 
et al. [43] also noted that while the ductility of the steel reduced with increasing strength, 
the rupture threshold was similar for RHA and high hardness armour (HHA).  
 
The use of fibre-reinforced polymer composites in armoured vehicles is becoming more 
common, as demonstrated by the introduction of the UK Foxhound vehicle. Follett [44] 
found that both S2-glass and E-glass fibre composites provided significantly lower 
deformations than mild steel for both flat plates and v-hulls. The benefits of composite 
armour were also shown by Langdon et al. [42] who observed that glass fibre reinforced 
polypropylene (GFPP) outperformed RHA steel in terms of localised deformation. 
However, the GFPP had a lower failure threshold than both mild steel and RHA. These 
results highlight the potential trade-off between enhancing the protection through reduced 
deformation and the reduction in rupture threshold of the material.  
 
2.1.3.2 Sandwich Panels  
Sandwich panels with cellular cores have been explored for applications involving  
air-blast, buried charges and underwater blast. Figure 2.5 shows the three key phases 
described by Zhu [45] that govern the response of a sandwich panel to impulsive loading 
from an explosive event. In the first phase the velocity of the face sheet is governed by the 
applied impulse. For underwater blast there is a ‘fluid-structure interaction’ (FSI) effect 
[46] that reduces the impulse delivered to the target based on the velocity of the sheet. 
Whilst theoretically this effect can occur with air blasts, Kambouchev [47] assessed that the 
effect is minimal. Experiments conducted by Hanssen et al. [48] actually measured an 
increase in the impulse delivered to a honeycomb panel under explosive loading. The FSI 
effect has also been dismissed for buried charge events based on experiments conducted 
by Dharmasena et al. [49] and Holloman et al. [50].  
 
The core crushing phase is governed by the compressive stress-strain curve of the core 
material. The area under the stress-strain curve represents the energy absorbed per unit 
volume of the material. The core material controls the stress transmitted to the back face of 
the material based on the plateau stress of the material prior to densification of the core 
material (Figure 2.6). Once densification is reached the core material transmits high 
stresses to the back face of the panel.  
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Figure 2.5 Three phases of structural response for sandwich panels subjected to  
   explosive loading. [45] 
 
 
Figure 2.6 Typical shape of a compressive stress-strain curve for a cellular material. 
 
Sandwich panel cores come in a range of forms from a standard foam or honeycomb, to 
more complex lattice structures. Fleck and Deshpande [46] provide an overview of the 
advantages and disadvantages of different core topologies. The selection of an appropriate 
core material is dependent on the application, as the collapse pressure of the foam must be 
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carefully selected. An ideal core material has a densification strain that is as high as 
possible. The selection of the collapse pressure can be assessed analytically using the 
equations defined by Jones [39] for the critical pressure for plastic deformation of a plate. 
The collapse pressure of the core material must be below the critical pressure of the rear 
panel to ensure the material crushes prior to bending and stretching of the sandwich 
panel. The analytical models also indicate that for a given impulse, the deflection of a 
panel is based on the ratio of the peak pressure and the collapse pressure.  
 
Karagiozova et al. [51] conducted small-scale air blast experiments with different foam 
core densities (collapse pressures) and found no back face deformation for the low density 
cores for low intensity blast loading where densification of the foam did not occur. This 
result highlights that the core material can reduce the transmitted force to the rear panel to 
below the collapse pressure during the loading. This mitigation mechanism is also 
described by Hanssen et al. [48] who conducted a numerical modelling study to determine 
the force transmission through an aluminium honeycomb panel subjected to impulsive 
loading. More detail on the transmission of stress waves and shock waves through the 
core material are provided by Karagiozova et al. [51,52].  
 
An analytical model developed by Zhu [45] indicates that sandwich panels outperform 
monolithic panels with the same areal density at low levels of impulse. However, as the 
impulse is increased there is a cross-over point where the monolithic panels perform better 
due to densification of the core material. Similar findings have been reported in a 
numerical investigation of auxetic cores by Imbalzano et al. [53]. This indicates that whilst 
sandwich panels may be attractive for reducing deformation, they need to be carefully 
designed for a specific threat level with the knowledge that they may not perform so well 
beyond their intended loading range.  
 
2.1.4 Hull Shaping 
Within Australia, the Thales Bushmaster vehicle has been credited with significantly 
enhancing the survivability of Australian Defence Force members who were subjected to 
buried IED blasts in Afghanistan [54]. Similarly, the US fleet of mine-resistant ambush 
protected (MRAP) vehicles have performed extremely well against IED threats [55]. A 
common feature amongst these mine-protected vehicles is the use of a v-hull, which is 
intended to deflect the soil ejecta and detonation products and thereby reduce the loading 
on the armoured hull. An example of this is shown in Figure 2.7, where a comparison is 
made between the detonation products and soil ejecta for a flat hull and a v-hull subject to 
a buried IED attack.    
 
Small-scale buried charge experiments using rigid targets were conducted by Anderson et 
al. [56], Fourney et al. [57] and Genson [58] to investigate the performance of v-shaped 
hulls. Anderson et al. [56] compared 900 and 1200 (internal angle) v-hulls with a flat plate 
geometry using small-scale experiments in sand. The 900 and 1200 v-hulls reduced the 
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momentum transferred by 60% and 40% respectively for the specific conditions used.  
Fourney et al. [57] and Genson [58] used flatter 1540 v-hulls and still noticed the reduction 
in momentum transferred when compared to a flat hull. Chung Kim Yuen et al. [59] 
conducted small-scale air blast experiments and numerical simulations to assess the effects 
of deformable v-hulls. They compared a range of v-hull angles including 600, 900, 1200 and 
1500, and found that the deformation and impulse reduced as the internal angle was 
reduced. All of these experiments focused on a centre-line charge location with no 
evaluation of the performance of the v-hull for off-centre blast loading.  
 
 
Figure 2.7 Comparison of detonation products and soil ejecta for a buried charge  
   at 6 ms after detonation. The shape and location of the vehicle hull is  
   indicated. 
 
Fox et al. [60] conducted an experimental investigation into the momentum transfer for 
flat, v-shaped and inverted v-shaped hulls, and included an assessment for off-centre 
loading. They found an increase in momentum transfer as the charge was moved  
off-centre. Bornstein et al. [61] conducted a numerical modelling study for a range of  
v-hull angles for centre and off-centre loading, and also found that the total momentum 
transfer increased as the charge was moved off-centre. An increase in the horizontal 
component of momentum was found for smaller internal angles of the v-hull. It was noted 
by Bornstein and colleagues that the current injury criteria for landmine protection 
typically focus on loading in the z-axis (vertical direction), hence additional loading in 
other directions may not be accurately evaluated in injury predictions for off-centre 
loading (see e.g. [37]). Denefeld et al. [62] assessed flat and v-hulls for centre and off-centre 
blast loading using small-scale experiments and numerical simulations. They observed 
that the flat hull had a significant rotational momentum component which could lead to a 
vehicle overturning for off-centre loading. For the v-hull, the loading had a higher 
translational momentum component, resulting in a lower risk of the vehicle overturning 
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due to off-centre loading. These studies presented the effect of the off-centre loading on 
momentum transfer, but did not assess the effect of the loading on localised deformation. 
Child [63] conducted experiments with deformable targets to assess the effects of off-
centre loading on the momentum transfer and localised deformation, but the results for 
the off-centre loading were inconclusive. 
 
More recently, armoured vehicle designers such as Lockheed Martin and General 
Dynamics Land Systems have started to develop double v-hull (also known as w-hull) 
designs for mine-protected vehicles. Schwer [64] performed a numerical modelling 
investigation using LS-DYNA and computed that the double v-hull (w-hull) and the 
inverted v-hull resulted in higher momentum transfer than a flat plate. The same 
conclusions were made in the numerical modelling work performed by Bornstein et al. 
[61] and the small-scale experiments performed by Fox et al. [60]. However, what these 
studies failed to address was the effect of the double v-hull on the deformation of the 
structure in addition to the momentum transfer. A double-v hull should be much 
structurally stiffer than a flat plate and hence the advantages of this hull-shape are likely 
to be in the reduction of localised deformation and not momentum transfer. In addition to 
the double v-hull geometry, Fisher et al. [65] recently performed a numerical modelling 
study on the development of a tri v-hull. They used a total of 146 simulations and analysed 
the hull shape against both centre and off-centre loading to find an optimised 
configuration within their design space. It should be noted that this study did not compare 
the performance of the hull to other more traditional v-hull designs, and that it only 
evaluated the momentum transfer and not the localised deformation.   
 
The development of structural optimisation algorithms has resulted in a number of 
researchers extending the analysis of hull shapes to more complex geometries. Israel et al. 
[66] used a range of topological optimisation approaches to minimise the weight of an 
armour panel while maintaining a specific level of deformation resistance for a given blast 
loading condition. They found this approach can result in improved performance and 
weight savings, but this study only focused on a single charge location. A similar 
approach was explored by Jain [67] who used LS-DYNA to develop an optimisation for a 
vehicle hull and floor design to minimise the floor deflection. These optimisation studies 
have not yet been validated with experimental testing.  
 
In conclusion, the advantages of the v-hull are well documented and characterised for  
centre-line charge locations. There is some further work needed to understand the effects 
of off-centre locations on the localised deformation of the hull. In addition, there may be 
some advantage in the use of structural optimization techniques, but experiments to 
validate the outcomes of these numerical studies are still required.  
 
  
24 
2.1.7  Water-Filled Tyres and Containers 
Anecdotal evidence of the benefits of water-filled tyres stems from the Bush War [4]. 
Along with a range of other protective measures, the water-filled tyres were found to 
significantly enhance the protection of Bedford trucks and Landcruisers against landmine 
threats. The mitigation mechanism for the tyres is reported by Stiff [4] as being the cooling 
of the blast wave as well as deflecting the blast wave away from the structure. Whilst 
experiments conducted on water-filled tyres by Bornstein et al. [14] and Hlady et al. [68] 
dismissed their benefit for mitigating the effects of global motion, there is no published 
work on their effects on localised deformation.  
 
The use of water-filled containers for armoured vehicle protection (near-field blast) was 
introduced by Bornstein et al. [14]. They conducted a series of blast experiments to assess 
both the global motion and localised deformation of mild steel plates with and without 
water-filled containers. The experimental setup for both the global motion and localised 
deformation experiments is shown in Figure 2.8. The results of the localised deformation 
experiments are shown in Figure 2.9. A 20 L water-filled container placed in contact with 
the target was found to provide a 64% reduction in deformation of the mild steel plate, 
which was calculated as being superior to adding the same mass of steel. Introducing a  
50 mm stand-off between the water-filled container and the target resulted in a slight 
increase in in blast mitigation provided. An empty container was found to enhance the 
blast effects rather than mitigating them, highlighting the role of the water in providing 
the blast mitigation. Whilst Bornstein et al. [14] conducted a preliminary assessment of the 
blast mitigation provided by water-filled containers; there was minimal understanding of 
the physical mechanisms responsible for the blast mitigation provided.  
 
 
Figure 2.8 (Top) Setup of global motion experiments from Bornstein et al. [14]. 
   (Bottom) Setup of deformation experiments from Bornstein et al. [14]. 
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Figure 2.9 Experimental results for localised deformation experiments conducted by  
   Bornstein et al. [14]. 
 
2.2  Overview of Blast Mitigation Using Water 
Whilst water-filled containers have not been evaluated for armoured vehicle protection 
outside of the work by Bornstein et al. [14], there has been a significant body of work in 
relation to water for other blast protection applications. A comprehensive review of the 
use of water in blast protection prior to 2002 is provided by Kalaisanath et al. [69]. Their 
work focused on understanding the potential to use water in naval protection applications. 
In addition to providing a summary of the previous work they discussed the proposed 
blast mitigation mechanisms from previous investigations. This section will draw upon a 
range of information from the literature to describe the performance of water in terms of 
blast mitigation for a range of blast protection scenarios. In addition, for each scenario the 
proposed mitigation mechanisms will be introduced, although a more detailed description 
of the mechanisms will be provided in Section 2.3.  
 
Figure 2.10 shows the five main scenarios where bulk water has been used for blast 
protection. Whilst water mist has typically been used to stop gas explosions [69], it has 
also been evaluated for use in free-field blast [70-71] as well as internal blast 
(compartment) scenarios with high-explosives [72-73]. Water-based foams have also been 
used for both free-field [74] and compartment blast scenarios [75].  
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Figure 2.10  Five major blast protection scenarios where bulk water has been  
 shown to provide effective mitigation.  
 
2.2.1 Free-Field Blast 
This section summarises the literature where water has been used as a mitigant for  
free-field blast scenarios. This represents the case where an explosive is placed in an open 
environment with the intention of damaging nearby structures.  
 
Eriksson [76] conducted small-scale experiments with a 50 g TNT charge that was 
surrounded by different quantities of water. The scaled distance of this test setup was  
0.2 m/kg1/3; hence the loading on the pressure gauge was within the near-field and likely 
to be influenced by the kinetic energy of the water. It was measured by  
Eriksson [76] that increasing the water mass/charge mass (Wm/Cm) ratio reduced the peak 
reflected pressure, with a maximum reduction of 20% recorded for Wm/Cm of 10. Chabin 
and Pitiot [77] measured a similar peak pressure reduction of 20% for Wm/Cm of 5, 31% 
reduction for Wm/Cm of 16.6, and 63% reduction for Wm/Cm of 50. However, the results 
reported by Chabin and Pitiot [77] do not distinguish between the reflected and incident 
pressures and also do not identify the scaled distance of the measurements. Larger 
reductions in the peak incident pressure were recorded by Resnyansky and Delaney [70] 
who used a 500 g pentolite charge surrounded by 110 L of water (Figure 2.11). They 
measured an 80% reduction in the peak incident pressure at a scaled distance of  
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1.6 m/kg1/3. Given the Wm/Cm ratio was 220 for this investigation, the result is consistent 
with the findings that the reduction in incident pressure increases with the Wm/Cm ratio.  
 
 
Figure 2.11 Experimental setup used by Resnyansky and Delaney [80] where a 500 g  
   pentolite charge was surrounded by 110 L of water.  
 
An investigation into the effect of the Wm/Cm ratio on the incident peak pressure was 
conducted by Cheng et al. [78] and Shin et al. [79] using numerical simulations. For a 
scaled distance of 1.2 m/kg1/3 and Wm/Cm of 10, Cheng et al. [78] predicted a peak 
incident pressure reduction of 80%. However, they suggested a ratio of Wm/Cm of 1-3 was 
more practical and still provided 30-60% mitigation in peak incident pressure. In contrast, 
Shin et al. [79] found reductions of only 10-25% in peak incident pressure for a ratio of 
Wm/Cm of 1-3. Whilst both results refer to validation of the simulations, the work by Shin 
et al. [79] showed a 30% difference in peak pressure between their validation experiments 
and simulations and this makes it difficult to draw definitive conclusions from their study. 
 
The introduction of an air-gap between the explosive and water (charge is still completely 
encased by water) by Cheng et al. [78] was found to provide less mitigation in terms of 
reducing the peak incident pressure at a scaled distance of 1 m/kg1/3. They concluded that 
this was due to the reduction in the conversion of the blast wave energy to the kinetic 
energy of the water resulting from the air-gap. This energy conversion is a blast mitigation 
mechanism that has been regularly identified in the literature, and will be described in 
more detail in Section 2.3.3. A similar numerical study by Resnyansky and Delaney [70] 
found similar results for the same charge mass (both with and without an air-gap), but 
noted that any calculated differences were dependant on the scaled distance. Shin et al. 
[79] modelled the effect of introducing an air-gap while keeping the water thickness 
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constant (as opposed to the water mass). They found that the air-gap improved the 
mitigation performance, but this is refuted by Resnyansky and Delaney [70] who 
determined that this improvement is due solely to the additional mass of water. 
Resnyansky and Delaney [70] noted that their experimental results indicated that the 
water break-up and phase transformation (evaporation) appeared to play a major role in 
the blast mitigation process. Only partially enclosing the explosive with water was found 
by Cheng et al. [78] to result in significantly less mitigation in the incident peak pressure. 
This was thought to be due to the shock wave finding the path of least resistance and 
passing through the gap in the water.  
 
Small-scale experiments were performed by Allen et al. [80] whereby different sized 
charges ranging from 20 g – 5 kg were evaluated with varying heights of different 
mitigants (including water) surrounding the charge. The results were evaluated at scaled 
distances from 0.6 to 11 m/kg1/3. As the results are plotted in terms of a combined metric 
that includes both scaled distance and the scaled mitigant height, specific conclusions 
about the relative importance of each parameter on mitigation cannot be made. However, 
it was identified that an 85% reduction in the peak incident pressure could be achieved 
using water. This is consistent with the findings of Resnyansky and Delaney [70] where a 
reduction in peak incident pressure of 80% was measured. The importance of evaporation 
on the mitigation provided was discounted by Allen et al. [80] based on the superior 
performance of glycerine in their experiments, which has a smaller specific heat capacity 
and latent heat of evaporation than water. Kirkpatrick et al. [81] expanded on the work by 
Allen et al. [80], noting that incident pressure measurements ignore the momentum 
acquired by a mitigant and with it the potential to increase, rather than reduce, damage 
effects. They used a momentum pendulum and wall gauges to record the loading on a 
structure for a range of mitigant materials including water. All mitigants transferred a 
higher loading to the structure than the unmitigated case, with water producing the 
highest loading on the target. This highlights the potential for the mitigants to actually 
increase the loading on a target in the near-field. It also indicates that the correct 
evaluation metric must be applied to each scenario to ensure a suitable evaluation of blast 
mitigating materials.  
 
The use of a water misting system for free-field blast mitigation has been evaluated by 
Resnyansky and Delaney [70] using a 500 g pentolite charge. Their first test design 
surrounded the charge with a 1 m x 1 m region of water mist (80-90 μm droplet size), 
resulting in a 10% reduction in the peak incident pressure measured 1.5 m from the charge 
(scaled distance of 1.9 m/kg1/3). Their second test design, shown in Figure 2.12, generated 
a mist that completely covered the propagation path of the shock wave from the explosive 
to the pressure gauges. This larger volume of water mist in the line-of-sight of the pressure 
gauges resulted in a 20% reduction in peak incident pressure. A larger-scale experiment 
using a 4.5 kg PETN-based charge was conducted by Tosello et al. [71] who measured a 
maximum reduction in the peak incident pressure of 35%. These values are significantly 
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lower than the mitigation provided by bulk water, which is due to the reduced mass of the 
fluid available to provide mitigation.  
 
 
Figure 2.12 Experimental setup used by Resnyansky and Delaney [72] where water   
   mist is used in-line with the propagation path of the shock wave. 
 
2.2.2 Water Walls 
The use of a water wall for infrastructure protection differs from the previously described 
free-field blast mitigation as the mitigant is not used to surround the explosive charge. In 
the case of a water-wall, a barrier containing water is placed at a distance from the 
explosive charge in-front of the structure to be protected. Chabin and Pitiot [77] 
investigated the use of a water wall, where three sides of the water were encased in plastic 
(PMMA). The explosive was PETN-based and charge sizes of 0.3 and 1 kg were used. The 
three variables investigated were the scaled distance, the thickness of the water wall, and 
the distance from the explosive to the water wall. The distance from the explosive to the 
water wall was found to be the most important for mitigation, as the peak incident 
pressure reduced significantly when the water wall was moved further away from the 
explosive. Whilst mitigation was measured at small distances behind the wall, at larger 
distances minimal mitigation was provided by both the water wall and the rigid wall. The 
water wall and the rigid wall both provided similar levels of mitigation within the 
‘shadow’ region - the low pressure region created behind the water wall due to the 
deflection and diffraction of the blast wave with a length equal to ~4 times the barrier 
height [15]. The effect of shadowing will be described in more detail in Section 2.3.4.  
 
Similar studies by Bogosian and Piepenburg [82] and Chen et al. [83] comparing a rigid 
wall with a water wall also identified minimal difference in the blast mitigation based on 
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peak incident pressure. Chen et al. [83] found that the height of the water wall also has a 
significant influence on the mitigation provided. They identified both the deflection and 
diffraction of the blast wave as well as the conversion of blast wave energy into kinetic 
energy of the water as key mitigation mechanisms. Furthermore, Chen and colleagues 
dismissed the influence of water evaporation due to the lack of proximity between the 
explosive charge and the water wall.  
 
Whilst Chen et al. [83] described the benefits of the water wall, they also noted that their 
experiments do not capture the potential momentum transfer from the water wall to a 
target, which Kirkpatrick et al. [81] has shown can be a major source of target loading. A 
numerical modelling study by Lottero [84] of a water wall in a munitions storage facility 
revealed the potentially high velocities attained by a water wall when subjected to blast 
loading.   
 
2.2.3 Compartment (Internal Blast)  
Mitigating explosions within compartments is relevant to naval platforms as well as 
munitions storage facilities. An explosive that is detonated within a compartment causes 
increased structural loading due to the build-up of the gas pressure and the internal 
reflection of shock waves. For this reason the assessment of the blast loading is typically 
done using the quasi-static overpressure rather than the peak incident/reflected pressure 
or impulse of the incident shock wave.  
 
Keenan and Wager [85] conducted a series of small-scale tests using a 1/12th scale model 
of a munitions storage facility with a three-sided water arrangement as well as fully 
enclosing the charge in water to mitigate the gas pressure. A 2.1 kg (4.67 lb) TNT charge 
was used with a Wm/Cm ratio of 2.9. The volume of the compartment was 32 m3 (1150 ft3). 
This resulted in a charge mass-to-compartment volume ratio (Cm/Vc) of 0.066 kg/m3. The 
quasi-static pressure within the compartment was reduced by up to 89% for the three-
sided water arrangement, with a slight enhancement in mitigation for the fully enclosed 
case. Keenan and Wager [85] describe the importance of the blast wave in breaking up the 
bulk water into smaller droplets that present a larger surface area. This is the ideal 
condition for the evaporation of water droplets and a reduction in the energy of the blast 
loading. A more detailed discussion on evaporation is presented in Section 2.3.1.  
 
Numerical modelling of the experiments by Keenan and Wager [85] was conducted by 
Malvar and Tancreto [86] as well as by Edri et al. [87]. Both modelling investigations 
identified the importance of capturing the energy input from afterburning of the 
detonation products in the base-line test. Malvar and Tancreto [86] noted that only the 
numerical codes where the combustion of detonation products was included were able to 
account for the experimental results while Edri et al. [87] developed a simplified approach 
to include afterburning energy in AUTODYN®.  
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Marchand et al. [88] reported a quasi-static pressure reduction of 70% inside a 
compartment when a charge was surrounded with water. The slightly lower mitigation 
found when compared to the results of Keenan and Wager [85] may due to the higher 
Cm/Vc ratio of 3.2. According to Edri et al. [87], this Cm/Vc ratio is above the critical value 
for afterburning to occur within the compartment. Hence if afterburning suppression was 
a major mitigation mechanism in the Keenan and Wager experiments [85] it would be 
expected that there would be additional suppression using water in their experiments. 
 
Absil et al. [89] conducted small-scale tests with a Cm/Vc ratio of 0.13 kg/m3 and varied 
the Wm/Cm ratio from 0.5-6, which corresponded to reductions in the quasi-static pressure 
of 50-80%. They measured no enhancement in the blast mitigation for Wm/Cm ratios above 
3. Additional experiments with an air gap between the explosive and water for a Wm/Cm 
ratio of 5 whilst maintaining complete enclosure of the charge resulted in an 85% 
reduction in the quasi-static pressure. The removal of the top section of the water mitigant 
while maintaining the same Wm/Cm ratio with an air gap resulted in a slight reduction in 
the mitigation provided. This is consistent with the findings of Keenan and Wager [85], 
and suggests that the water needs to fully confine the explosive to maximise mitigation. 
This effect was also noted by Cheng et al. [80] for free-field blast. Absil et al. [89] suggests 
that neither the conversion of blast wave energy to the kinetic energy of the water nor 
evaporation can account for the level of mitigation measured experimentally. Whilst they 
were inconclusive about the role of evaporation, their research suggests that multiple 
mitigation mechanisms are responsible for the reduction in quasi-static pressure when 
using water as a blast mitigant within compartments. 
 
Within compartments for naval platforms, water misting systems are typically employed 
as part of the fire suppression system [69]. As such there is potential to use this system as 
part of the blast protection system. Bailey et al. [72] assessed the ability of water mist to 
reduce the quasi-static pressure from TNT charges ranging from 0.9 kg to 3.2 kg. Cm/Vc 
ratios of 0.013-0.049 kg/m3 were used in the experiments. A reduction in quasi-static 
overpressure of 40-50% was measured during the test program. A follow-on program by 
Willauer et al. [73] assessed the ability of water mist to reduce the impulse, peak 
overpressure and quasi-static pressure from an explosion in a compartment with a 22.7 kg 
charge for a range of explosive types (TNT, Destex, PBXN-109). A slightly larger blast 
chamber was used in these experiments resulting in a Cm/Vc ratio of 0.12 kg/m3. Willauer 
and colleagues measured reductions in the impulse of 40-50% and reductions in the  
quasi-static pressure of 30-40%. This level of mitigation is well below the values reported 
by Keenan and Wager [85], however the Wm/Cm ratio for the highest density of water mist 
was only 0.5, which is well below the Wm/Cm value used in experiments with bulk water. 
Willauer et al. [73] also measured an increase in blast mitigation with increasing density of 
water mist, which is analogous to the results found for bulk water. The suppression of 
afterburning does not appear to be significant as the mitigation did not vary between the 
different explosive types. No definitive conclusion was drawn on the mitigation 
mechanisms as numerical studies that were conducted concurrently by Schwer and 
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Kalaisanath [90] and Ananth et al. [91] provided different interpretations of the relative 
importance of evaporation and the conversion of blast wave energy into kinetic energy of 
the water.   
 
2.2.4 Compartments with Tunnel Systems 
Mitigating blast within compartments and tunnel systems is important for munitions 
storage facilities. These facilities typically store explosives within compartments that are 
connected via a system of tunnels. Large-scale tests inside munitions storage facilities at 
Älvdalen were conducted by Forsen et al. [92] without water mitigation and with 2000 kg 
of water. The tests used stacked artillery shells (1000 kg TNT) that were placed in an 
explosive storage chamber (Chamber A) that was connected to a 75 m long tunnel, 
creating a Wm/Cm ratio of 2. A schematic of the Älvdalen tunnel is shown in Figure 2.13. 
The results indicate that the water provided a minor reduction in pressure within the 
tunnel and at the exit. However, higher pressures were recorded at a larger distance from 
the entrance when the water mitigation was used. Prior to the tests, small-scale 
experiments using a 1/20th scale model of the Älvdalen facility were performed by  
Forsen et al. [93]. The charge mass was 200 g and Wm/Cm ratios of 2 and 3 were used in the 
experiments. Pressure gauges were placed within the tunnel, at the exit, and at a distance 
outside the tunnel. The peak incident pressure was reduced by 50%, for tests with water in 
contact with the explosive. However, only a 10% reduction was measured when the water 
was placed away from the explosive. The small-scale experiments by Forsen et al. [93] also 
revealed that the water was able to mitigate fragmentation damage from the cased 
charges. Forsen et al. [94] discuss the differences in pressure-time histories between the 
incident and dynamic pressure outside the tunnel. They describe the formation of a jet of 
detonation products at the exit of the tunnel, which is not measured using the incident 
pressure gauge. 
 
Small-scale experiments conducted by Joachim and Lunderman [95] show that water 
provided a 70% reduction in the peak incident pressure within the chamber, tunnel and 
outside the tunnel. However, smaller reductions (30-40%) were found for the peak 
reflected pressure. Forsen et al. [94] used numerical simulations of the experiments to 
highlight that the water does not reduce the dynamic pressure at the exit of the tube in-line 
with the jet. They suggest that the reflected pressure gauge outside of the tunnel in the 
Joachim and Lunderman [95] experiments was outside of the jet, as this would explain 
why they observed a reduction in reflected pressure.  
 
Similar small-scale tests were conducted by Bryntse et al. [96] who used a variable 
explosive compartment-to-tunnel diameter to assess the effects of water for both cased and 
uncased charges. A Cm/Vc ratio of 4 kg/m3 and a Wm/Cm ratio of 2 were used in the 
majority of experiments. The ratio of the cross-sectional area of the compartment and 
tunnel (Ac/At) was varied between 2 and 8. There was a 60% reduction in the quasi-static 
pressure for an Ac/At ratio of 8, while only a 15% reduction in QSP was observed for an 
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Ac/At ratio of 2. This result was thought to be linked to the faster venting of the detonation 
products through the tunnel, which reduced the time for shock reflections in the 
compartment to break-up and evaporate the water.  The tests also revealed that water was 
equally effective against cased and uncased charges. 
 
 
Figure 2.13 Schematic of the Älvdalen tunnel complex [86]. The explosive was located  
   in Chamber A. 
 
2.2.5 Novel Water-Based Blast Mitigation Technology 
A number of protection systems have evaluated the ability of water to redistribute the 
blast wave energy away from the target. Wolfson [97] investigated the effects of water-
filled containers to mitigate the loading from a steel plate projectile on an adjacent steel 
structure. A series of cylindrical water-filled containers were integrated into a kinetic 
energy defeat device (KEDD), as shown in Figure 2.14, whose function is to redirect the 
energy from the steel plate projectile away from the adjacent steel structure. The KEDD 
was scalable with different numbers of water containers, but in all cases significantly 
reduced the momentum transferred to the target plate. Numerical modelling of the 
experiments in the CTH hydrocode indicated that the KEDD created jets of fluid that 
redirected the kinetic energy away from the target, although the analysis typically  
under-predicted the level of mitigation provided by the KEDD. Numerical simulations 
indicated that the KEDD, which creates gaps between the water-filled containers, 
outperformed a water wall of the same mass.  
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Other kinetic energy redirection systems have been developed for body armour and 
armoured vehicle protection. For body armour, Chen et al. [98] developed a hydraulic 
energy redirection device which consisted of a series of water-filled plastic tubes that were 
placed in front of Kevlar body armour. The tubes transfer energy from the shock wave to 
kinetic energy of the water in a perpendicular direction to the loading. Tests using a shock 
tube to replicate blast loading revealed an incident pressure reduction of 97% behind the 
body armour panel when compared to no mitigation. A similar mechanism was proposed 
for the protection of vehicles through so-called “Shock Transfer Armour” [99], whereby a 
plate loads a fluid suspension containing beads of sodium polyacrylate and/or polyvinyl 
alcohol which spreads radially away from the target.  
 
 
Figure 2.14  Single layer KEDD setup. [97] 
 
Bao et al. [100] presented the concept of pushing water through a nano-porous material 
such as zeolite to mitigate blast loading. Molecular dynamics simulations and experiments 
using a water-zeolite mitigation system indicated the potential to reduce the peak force 
delivered to the target by up to 70% when the design of the nano-pores was optimised. 
Experiments using nano-porous zeolite resulted in an 80% reduction in the peak reflected 
pressure and a significant reduction in the reflected impulse at the back face of the zeolite. 
Molecular dynamics simulations were conducted by Grujicic et al. [101] and compared the 
water-zeolite mitigation system to bulk water. They calculated only a 5% reduction in the 
peak reflected pressure, which suggests that there was minimal benefit in including the 
zeolite into the protection system.  
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2.2.6 Comparing Other Mitigants to Water 
A number of researchers have compared the performance of water to other mitigants for 
different blast loading scenarios. This section provides an overview of the work. 
 
2.2.6.1 Glycerine 
Glycerine is a fluid with a higher density and lower specific heat capacity than water, and 
has been evaluated as a blast mitigant by a number of researchers. Allen et al. [80] and 
Kirkpatrick et al. [81] conducted tests where explosive charges were surrounded by 
various mitigants, and they found that glycerine (density of 1.24 g/cm3) outperformed 
water in reducing the peak incident pressure. As water has twice the specific heat capacity 
and latent heat of vaporisation, they suggested that the density of the fluid rather than its 
specific heat capacity was an important factor in blast mitigation. Resnyansky and Delaney 
[70] reported similar findings in their experiments with glycerine and water, with 110 L of 
water providing the same level of mitigation as 70 L of glycerine. The setup for these 
experiments was identical to the one shown in Figure 2.11. They suggest that the effect of 
the fluid properties on the droplet breakup and phase transformations were likely factors 
in the differences between water and glycerine. As previously described, the mitigation 
from water asymptotes at higher Wm/Cm ratios, which may have made it difficult to 
distinguish between the two mitigants in these experiments where a Wm/Cm ratio of 220 
was used. No measurement of reflected pressure or impulse has been made comparing 
water to glycerine.  
 
2.2.6.2 Sand and Other Porous Materials 
Sand is a porous material with a lower sound speed and higher density than water and it 
has been evaluated for blast protection applications. Allen et al. [83] and Kirkpatrick et al. 
[84] surrounded an explosive with different mitigants and found that sand (density of  
1.63 g/cm3) outperformed water in terms of reducing the peak incident pressure for scaled 
distances from 0.6 to 11 m/kg1/3. Similar results were reported by Homae et al. [102] using 
small-scale experiments with 100 g pentolite spheres and sand (density of 1.52 g/cm3). 
Gel’fand et al. [103] measured that sand provided greater blast mitigation than water, and 
surmised that the mass of the mitigant in relation to the explosive charge was the most 
important variable in determining the mitigation provided. They also noted that the mass 
of the container material (in their case an elastic shell) also had an effect on the mitigation 
provided. 
 
Allen et al. [83] and Kirkpatrick et al. [84] also conducted experiments with perlite  
(0.16 g/cm3), which provided a similar level of mitigation as sand in terms of the peak 
incident pressure, with a substantially lower increase in mass. Near-field reflected 
pressure measurements were conducted by Kirkpatrick et al. [84] where mitigants 
surrounded the charge. The reflected pressure measurements indicated that while both 
sand and perlite out-performed water, only the perlite resulted in a lower loading than the 
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unmitigated charge. They concluded that both density and porosity were important 
properties of a material controlling blast mitigation.   
 
Homae et al. [102] and Sugiyama et al. [104] investigated the addition of polystyrene 
spheres to a water gel in varying ratios to identify their potential for blast mitigation. The 
experiments and numerical simulations identified that an equal ratio of polystyrene and 
water gel (density of 0.5 g/cm3) provided the largest reduction to the peak incident 
pressure and best impulse mitigation of the water-based mitigants. It was suggested that 
the porosity is important as the air voids enable a greater conversion of the blast energy 
into heat, thereby reducing the peak pressure. They note that there is a trade-off due to 
density with this effect. As the mitigant material becomes lighter its velocity increases and 
it can drive a pressure or shock wave ahead of the mitigant with greater energy.  
 
2.2.6.3 Water Based Foam 
Water-based foam has a lower sound speed and density than water, and therefore has 
been considered by a number of researchers for blast protection applications. Water-based 
foam was made by Allen et al. [83] using micro-balloons and water to create a so-called 
‘wet foam’ (density of 0.5 g/cm3). The water-based foam, which surrounded the explosive, 
was found to out-perform bulk water in terms of mitigating the peak incident pressure at a 
range of stand-off distances; providing a similar level of mitigation as perlite.  The use of 
water-based foam for free-field blast mitigation was also evaluated by TNO [74]. They 
assessed the effect of water-based foam on a range of explosives, although no details of the 
foam density were provided. For a 20 kg RDX explosive they measured reductions of  
25-45% in both the peak incident pressure and impulse with an 80 cm layer of foam 
around the explosive. Similar peak incident pressure reductions were measured with a  
50 kg ANFO explosive, but the incident impulse was only reduced by a maximum of 20%. 
 
Hartman et al. [75] conducted experiments with water-based foam whereby a 
hemispherical surface charge was placed within an enclosure that was filled with foam of 
varying expansion ratios. All pressure measurements appear to be made within the foam 
itself to quantify the attenuation of the pressure wave as it travelled through the foam. The 
experiments reported by Hartman et al. [75] indicated an optimum foam density 
(expansion ratio of 60), which provided the highest reductions in the peak incident 
pressure and impulse. Britan et al. [105] reviewed a range of experiments and identified 
that increasing the density of the foam increased the mitigation of the peak incident 
pressure. They suggested that close to the charge, where the pressure and impulse from 
the shock wave are higher, the density of the foam is the major variable in determining the 
level of mitigation. However, when the shock wave is weaker, the foam structure plays a 
major role in the mitigation provided.  
 
Breda et al. [106, 107] conducted shock tube experiments with water-based foam having 
bubble diameters of 0.5 mm and 5 mm using the experimental setup shown in Figure 2.15. 
They found that for a weak shock with a Mach number of 1.5, a pressure wave was 
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transmitted through the foam and that it travelled faster in the larger bubble diameter 
foam. Figure 2.15 presents the results for these tests and it is shown that the shock wave 
interaction with the foam resulted in a higher pressure in the foam than the air, which was 
consistent with the Rankine-Hugoniot equations. They also found that the larger bubbles 
resulted in a lower incident pressure within the foam. These experimental findings were 
consistent with the results of Del Prete [108] but not with those of Hartman et al. [75]. It 
was suggested that differences in the bubble size in the work of Hartman et al. [75] may 
have caused this discrepancy.  
 
 
Figure 2.15 (Top) Schematic of shock tube experiments conducted by Breda et al. [107]  
   (Bottom) Recorded pressures from shock tube experiments. [107] 
 
Silnikov and Mikhaylin [109] describe the development of the ‘Fountain-3MK’ device that 
is capable of protecting an airplane against a 2 kg TNT explosive when it is placed within 
the device. The device uses a water-based foam system (of unknown composition) that 
takes advantage of the reduced soundspeed and compressibility of the material to limit the 
blast loading. They describe the principle as being twice as efficient as a bulk water-based 
system for mitigating blast. Gel’fand and Silnikov [110] indicate that a two-phase medium 
such as a water-based foam loses its benefit as the charge size increases. These findings 
suggest that water-based foams may not provide effective mitigation in the near-field, 
although further research is needed to confirm this.   
 
Large bubbles – 5 mm 
Small bubbles – 100 μm 
Shock wave propagation direction 
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2.3  Blast Mitigation Mechanisms 
This section describes the potential physical mechanisms by which water containers may 
provide near-field blast mitigation.  
 
2.3.1 Evaporation 
The heat of detonation for TNT is 4.85 MJ/kg, while the latent heat of evaporation of water 
is 2.26 MJ/kg. If the detonation energy from TNT can be transferred into the water and 
cause evaporation, a significant portion of energy may be removed from the blast wave 
generated by the explosive. The capacity of water to reduce the peak pressure in a blast 
event is dependent on its ability to aerosolize and evaporate within the timescale of the 
loading. When an explosive is surrounded by water a shock wave is transmitted into the 
water and reflects off the back face of the water volume, creating spalling at the back face 
of the water. This breaks the water up into droplets and thereby creates velocity gradients 
within the water. These velocity gradients result in break-up of the water into a cloud of 
droplets, which will be further broken up over time [94]. Shock wave reflections from 
compartment walls are expected to further break-up the droplets. 
 
A range of evaporation models [111, 112] are compared by Grujicic et al. [113] and shown 
in Figure 2.16. All models calculate that it takes ~5 ms to evaporate droplets of 50 μm in 
diameter. Grujicic et al. [113] also used the work of Schmehl et al. [114] to calculate that it 
would take 0.5-2 ms to generate an average droplet size of 50 μm for an explosive in 
contact with water. Thomas [115] and Van Wingerden [116] report that larger droplets will 
break-up, while droplets of an intermediate size (20-200 μm) will move easily with the 
flow and not be subjected to the same forces that cause break-up of larger droplets. This 
indicates that water mists should not use these droplet sizes for effective mitigation. 
 
 
Figure 2.16 Evaluation of the evaporation time for various water droplet diameters  
   based on a range of evaporation models. [113] 
 
A number of researchers [70, 89, 91, 113] have considered evaporation as a mitigation 
mechanism for both free-field and confined blast events where water is used as the 
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mitigant. Absil et al. [89] used the thermodynamic codes CHEETAH and TIGER to analyse 
the influence of evaporation, and calculated a reduction in the peak incident pressure of 
25% for a Wm/Cm ratio of 1, with the water surrounding the charge. Larger Wm/Cm ratios 
indicated a maximum reduction of 40% could be achieved due to water evaporation. Absil 
and colleagues calculated an upper limit of mitigation for a given charge mass due to the 
explosive only being able to effectively evaporate a given quantity of water within the 
short time period.  
 
The energy required to break-up water into smaller droplets was investigated by Adiga et 
al. [117] based on the surface energies of the initial and final droplet size distributions. The 
results indicated the break-up process consumed minimal energy, although it was an 
essential process leading to evaporation. This suggests that for evaporation to be a major 
mitigation mechanism, the time-scale of the loading must be longer than the time to  
break-up and evaporate the water droplets.  
 
Schwer and Kailasanath [90] used numerical simulations to investigate the influence of 
evaporation on the blast mitigation of water mist. The simulations assessed a 2.12 kg TNT 
charge surrounded with a water mist, and were based on the experiments conducted by 
Willauer et al. [73]. They investigated the importance of the droplet size, mist density and 
proximity of the water mist to the explosive. The simulations showed that evaporation had 
minimal influence on the mitigation provided, and that the conversion of the shock wave 
energy into kinetic energy of the water was the major mitigation mechanism. Ananth et al. 
[91] conducted a similar numerical study based on the same experiments, but allowed the 
droplets to break-up in their simulations. The break-up of droplets significantly increased 
the rate of evaporation at the shock front and these simulations computed that evaporation 
was the dominant mitigation mechanism. However, the simulations did not accurately 
predict the experimental results, thereby making it difficult to draw conclusions based on 
the numerical studies. 
 
In all studies discussed in this section, it is noted that although evaporation of the water 
reduces the temperature of the flow which acts to reduce the gas pressure, the density of 
the gas is increased, which may offset some of the benefits of reducing the temperature.  
 
2.3.2 Suppression of Afterburning 
A number of commonly used explosives such as TNT are oxygen deficient and a 
significant amount of energy can be introduced due to the combustion of the detonation 
products following an explosion. This process is referred to as ‘afterburning’. The 
experimentally derived heat of combustion of TNT is 9.6 MJ/kg [113]. Hence the energy 
available from afterburning is approximately twice the energy due to detonation for the 
TNT. The heat of combustion for C4, which is a more oxygen balanced explosive than TNT 
was determined by Ripley et al. [118] to be 1.4 MJ/kg. Whilst the potential afterburning 
effect of C4 is lower than TNT, it still represents a potentially significant enhancement in 
  
40 
the blast loading, especially for confined charges where quasi-static pressure is the key 
measure of the loading. If water is able to suppress the afterburning reaction then this 
could be one of the major mitigation mechanisms by which water reduces the loading on a 
target. However, experiments conducted by Willauer et al. [73] using water mist identified 
minimal differences in the mitigation provided when using three different types of 
explosive (TNT, Destex and PBXN-109). The experiments were conducted inside a 
chamber with a Cm/Vc ratio of 0.12 kg/m3. This ratio is well below the 0.41 kg/m3 limit 
that Edri et al. [87] indicated is the limit for complete afterburning to occur. Based on the 
previous literature, there is a clear gap in understanding of the role that afterburning 
suppression in mitigation provided by water.  
 
2.3.3 Momentum Extraction  
The conversion of energy from the blast wave into kinetic energy of water has been 
described as a blast mitigation mechanism by several researchers [89, 90, 113, 119]. For an 
explosive charge surrounded by water the mass of the water may behave in a similar 
manner to the casing of an explosive charge, with the detonation products transferring a 
portion of their momentum to the water. As the velocity of the water and detonation 
products are reduced, so too is the velocity and pressure of the shock wave generated from 
the explosive charge. The modified FANO equation is described by Needham [15], and 
indicates that for a casing mass-to-charge mass ratio of 3, only 66% of the explosive energy 
is in the blast wave. Further increases in casing mass provide minimal reductions in the 
explosive energy available. This is analogous to the work of Absil et al. [89], who noted 
increasing the Wm/Cm ratio above 3 provided no further reduction to the quasi-static 
pressure within a container. Numerical simulations by Cheng et al. [78] also suggest that 
minimal increases in mitigation occur when the Wm/Cm ratio is above 3.  
 
Numerical simulations of a water barrier and explosive charge that neglected evaporation 
and water break-up were performed by Absil et al. [89] to identify the ability of 
momentum extraction to explain the levels of blast mitigation observed in experiments. 
Their simulations indicated that a 60% reduction in the peak incident pressure could be 
obtained. This value is below the 85% reduction in quasi-static pressure obtained in the 
compartment tests presented in the same study, which led Absil and colleagues to 
conclude that shock reflections were likely to enhance the importance of evaporation 
within a compartment. This indicates that multiple mitigation mechanisms are likely to be 
responsible for the blast mitigation provided by water.  
 
The conversion of blast wave energy into kinetic energy of the water reduces the peak 
incident pressure but may also increase the impulse delivered in the near-field, as shown 
by Kirkpatrick et al. [81]. This scenario was also described by Wilcox [119] and Salter et al. 
[120] who noted that surrounding an explosive charge with water bags generated slugs of 
water that may cause more damage to structures surrounding the explosion. To address 
this issue, Salter et al. [120] developed a concept with water bags where they were 
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arranged to spread radially under blast loading. The water from each bag interacts with 
the water from adjacent bags to cancel out the momentum of the water, thus reducing the 
energy of the blast wave and water slugs. This will diminish their effectiveness in causing 
damage to a structure. The radial spreading of water is a mechanism by which water can 
mitigate the loading from an explosive event. When the kinetic energy within the water is 
directed away from the target, it reduces both the peak reflected pressure and impulse 
transferred to a structure. This technique has been successfully applied by Wolfson [97] 
through the KEDD shown in Figure 2.15, as well as in [98, 99] indicating this mitigation 
mechanism can be successfully applied in certain scenarios.  
 
The mass of the mitigant has previously been described in terms of the casing thickness, 
but for the protection of armoured vehicles the effect of added mass on the impulse 
transferred through to the armour plate must be considered. Rahimzadeh et al. [121] 
presented the basic conservation of momentum equations for both elastic and inelastic 
collisions to assess the effect of adding armour mass on the impulse transferred to a 
structure.  
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Where mt is the mass of the target, ma is the mass of the armour, It is the impulse 
transferred to the target and I0 is the initial impulse.  
 
These equations reveal that a reduction in the impulse delivered to a target can be 
achieved by increasing the energy dissipation in the interactions and/or increasing the 
mass of the armour/mitigant. The use of a water-filled container as part of the armour 
protection system may result in additional energy dissipation through more inelastic 
collisions. If the water-filled container is considered as the armour system, these equations 
indicate that increasing the mass of the water-filled container will reduce the impulse 
delivered to the target which is represented by the armour steel hull.  
 
2.3.4 Shadowing 
The concept of shadowing was briefly introduced in relation to the use of water or rigid 
walls to mitigate blast loading against structures in the far-field. Shadowing occurs when 
an obstacle is placed in the path of a blast wave. Needham [15] provides a ‘rule-of-thumb’ 
for defining the low pressure ‘shadow’ region as being 4-5 times the dimension of the 
structure in the direction perpendicular to the flow. The importance of the structural 
response on shadowing of a blast wave is described by Needham [15]. An experiment with 
a mild steel house and a balsa wood house detected no differences in the visual 
appearance of the diffracted shock waves generated by both structures until well after the 
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shock wave had passed beyond the house. This suggests that the structure does not have 
to be rigid to generate a shadowing effect on a blast wave.  
 
A numerical simulation of a water wall was performed by Chen et al. [83] using 
AUTODYN®, and is shown in Figure 2.17. The high pressure region of the blast wave is 
shown above the height of the wall, while the region directly behind the wall has a 
pressure that is lower and is defined as the shadow region. For this example the reduction 
in pressure is ~50% directly behind the water wall.  
 
The development of a shadow region behind a structure is definitely a blast mitigation 
mechanism, although its relevance to the mitigation provided by water-filled containers 
placed in front of a target in the near-field is unknown. Within the near-field, the 
momentum transferred to a water container must be considered in addition to the incident 
peak pressure.  
 
 
Figure 2.17 Numerical simulation of blast wave passing a water wall highlighting the creation 
   of a low pressure ‘shadow’ region behind the water wall. The blast wave is  
   travelling to the right. (Adapted from [83]) 
 
2.3.5 Peak Pressure Modification / Shock Impedance Mismatch 
Compressible materials such as foams and honeycombs have been shown to reduce the 
peak pressure transmitted to a structure. Mitigant materials such as sand, water foams or 
aerated water are all compressible and may act to reduce the peak pressure and extend the 
duration of the loading. Analytical models for the deformation of simply-supported and 
clamped plates were developed by Jones [39]. These models are typically plotted in terms 
of a non-dimensional impulse and a non-dimensional deformation. An example is shown 
in Figure 2.18, where the model is plotted for a simply-supported square plate. The 
different lines represent varying ratios (η) of the reflected pressure (Pr)/critical pressure 
(Pc). It is clear that as η increases, so too does the deformation for a given impulse. This 
suggests that reducing the peak pressure will only influence the deformation if the 
Shadow Region 
Water Wall 
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pressure is of a similar order of magnitude as the critical pressure for plastic deformation 
of the plate.  
 
 
Figure 2.18  Effect of η on the maximum permanent deformation using the analytical  
 model of Jones [39] for simply supported circular plates. 
 
Shock impedance refers to the opposition that a material presents to transmission of a 
shock wave and is defined as 0US where 0 is the initial density and US is the shock 
velocity at a given particle velocity [15]. For an air blast scenario whereby the shock wave 
interacts with steel, the ratio between the impedance of steel and the impedance of air is 
~1.8x106 [15]. Hence the shock wave will be almost completely reflected from the plate 
surface. The reflection of the shock wave and detonation products results in a significant 
pressure being applied to the steel, which is responsible for its deformation. Whilst the 
shock wave is reflected at the surface, the applied pressure generates a stress (pressure) 
wave within the steel. In the case of the shock wave interacting with a water-filled 
container the ratio of impedance is ~1.6x104 for water and ~2.4x104 for high density 
polyethylene. This indicates that it is likely that a pressure wave rather than a shock wave 
will be transmitted into a water-filled container from an air blast.  
 
Breda et al. [107] subjected water-based foams to weak shocks and observed that although 
the shock wave was reflected, the magnitude of the pressure wave transmitted was 
increased when compared to the shock wave propagating in air. Their analysis using the 
Rankine-Hugoniot equations and a fit using the ideal gas model for both the air and foam 
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indicates that the transmitted pressure is governed by the impedance mismatch and the 
peak pressure of the shock wave. This suggests that the pressure transmitted into a  
water-filled container will be different to a steel plate given the differences in shock 
impedance of the materials.  
 
2.3.6 Rarefaction Waves 
A comprehensive review and assessment of blast wave clearing due to the generation of 
rarefaction waves was conducted by Rigby [122]. A rarefaction (clearing) wave is 
generated when a shock wave interacts with the edge of the structure. At the free edge, a 
reflected shock wave is generated and moves away from the target surface while an 
incident wave diffracts around the edge of the structure. This generates a pressure 
imbalance between the two waves and a flow between the two pressure regions. A 
rarefaction wave is generated at the free edge and travels along the target surface back 
towards the centre of the target, reducing the pressure and impulse acting on the target 
[122]. Figure 2.19 presents a schematic of this process for an incident shock wave that 
represents a far-field blast loading condition. As the rarefaction wave reduces the pressure 
acting on the target, it is a mitigation mechanism that could be used as part of a blast 
protection system. The finite size of a fluid container may generate a clearing wave and 
this could be a potential mitigation mechanism.  
 
 
Figure 2.19 Schematic of rarefaction wave formation at the edge of a target subjected to 
 an incident shock wave. [122] 
 
While a range of models have been developed to assess the effects of clearing, the Hudson 
model [123] was assessed by Tyas et al. [124, 125] and Rigby [122] and found to provide 
accurate predictions when compared to experimental results on targets in the far-field. 
This particular model accounts for the temporal and spatial distributions of the rarefaction 
wave, and allows the superposition of multiple rarefaction waves. As the Hudson model is 
based on acoustic theory it may only valid for low strength shock waves. Its applicability 
in the near-field has not yet been evaluated.  
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2.3.7 Cavitation / FSI Effect 
The process of rupturing a liquid by reducing the pressure (into a state of tension) at a 
constant temperature is commonly referred to as cavitation [126]. The onset of cavitation in 
a fluid is enhanced by nucleation sites, where microscopic voids are generated due to 
thermal motion within the fluid (homogenous nucleation) or contaminant particles or 
gases within the fluid (heterogeneous nucleation). Whilst these contaminants can be 
removed within a laboratory environment they will be present within practical 
engineering applications and hence reduce the tensile strength of the fluid. The interface 
between a solid and the fluid is also a common site for the nucleation of voids [126]. 
 
Taylor [127] characterised the response of a rigid plate to an underwater shock wave, and 
noted that the mass of the plate had a significant influence on the momentum transferred 
to the plate. The movement of the fluid-structure interface results in the generation of a 
tensile wave, which reduces the pressure in the fluid and resulting in the onset of 
cavitation. This tensile wave also reduces the transmission of loading to the rigid target 
plate. This is commonly referred to as the ‘fluid-structure interaction’ (FSI) effect. 
Experiments were conducted by McShane et al. [128] and Schiffer and Tagarielle [129] to 
determine the impulse transmitted from an underwater blast load to a sandwich panel. 
These results were then compared with the analytical predictions from Taylor [127] for a 
rigid plate. McShane et al. [128] measured a reduction in the transmitted impulse of  
75-85% due to the FSI effect when using the sandwich panels, but noted only minimal 
improvement when compared to monolithic plates. Schiffer and Tagarielle [129] had 
similar findings when examining air-backed sandwich panels, but noted a larger 
difference between sandwich and monolithic panels for water-backed panels. The 
transmitted impulse from a water-backed sandwich panel was reduced by up to 60% in 
some configurations when compared to a 45% reduction for a monolithic plate.  
 
Deshpande and Fleck [130] compared the one-dimensional response of monolithic and 
sandwich plates using numerical and analytical modelling. They identified a second 
loading phase due to the cavitation closure which was not accounted for in the analytical 
models developed by Taylor [128]. They calculated an ~20% increase in the impulse 
delivered to the plate for their test condition due to the additional loading phases. 
Experiments conducted by Schiffer and Tagarielle [131] on clamped circular composite 
plates indicated the presence of multiple loading phases due to the expansion and collapse 
of cavitation zones which affects the loading and deformation of a target. Experiments on 
underwater shock loading and associated numerical simulations were also conducted by  
Espinosa et al. [132]. Figure 2.20 presents the test condition and some of the numerical 
simulation results from their study. Following the initial loading on the panel (at the time 
of 280 μs), a low pressure region is generated creating cavitation bubbles near the plate 
surface (at the time of 514 μs). The collapse of these cavitation bubbles (cavitation closure) 
results in a second loading phase on the panel.  
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Figure 2.20 (a) Setup of underwater shock loading experiments. 
   (b) Numerical modelling results of the experiments highlighting both   
   cavitation and pressure loading due to cavitation closure.  
   (Adapted from [132]) 
 
The FSI must be considered as a potential mitigation mechanism due to the use of water-
filled containers in front of a steel target subjected to near-field blast loading. In addition, 
there is a strong likelihood of cavitation occurring within a water-filled container. Hence 
the potential role of multiple loading phases should be considered.  
 
2.4  Summary and Research Gap Analysis 
Water has been previously investigated for use in a wide range of blast protection 
applications. Whilst the applications vary, the majority of the assessments have been 
conducted using an analysis of the incident pressure for free-field conditions and  
quasi-static pressure for confined conditions. Almost all of these studies report that water 
provides a significant amount of blast mitigation (up to 85%). However, very few studies 
have assessed the effect of the water on dynamic pressure. Some studies in the near-field 
that included an assessment of the dynamic pressure and/or momentum transferred to a 
target indicated that water could increase the loading on a target, although this was only 
found when the water surrounded the charge.  
 
The major mitigation mechanisms that are commonly referred to for blast protection using 
water are evaporation and momentum extraction. Whilst other researchers have attempted 
to establish the dominant physical mechanism for each of the blast scenarios presented, 
there is still a lot of conjecture over the relative importance of each mitigation mechanism 
and further work is required to fully understand the physical mechanisms behind blast 
protection with water.  
Sample panel 
Pressure loading 
Pressure  
loading 
(a) (b) 
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There is only one previous study [14] that directly evaluates the use of water-filled 
containers for protecting a target in the near-field. Whilst the water-filled container used in 
that study provided a significant level of blast mitigation, experiments were only 
conducted using a single container size with a constant charge size and stand-off 
condition. In addition, no numerical simulations of these experiments were performed so 
extrapolating the benefits of alternate water-filled container configurations cannot be 
performed at this time. For practical applications, an understanding of the influences of 
the container geometry, the fill material and the effects of charge size and container  
stand-off are required for implementation and optimisation as a blast protection system.  
 
The use of a water-filled container in-front of a target within the near-field provides the 
potential for a range of additional blast mitigation mechanisms to become important in the 
analysis. The impact of the container geometry on shadowing and rarefaction waves needs 
to be explored as well as the role of the cavitation of the water within the container. For 
alternative mitigants such as sand, the influence of the density and porosity have been 
shown to affect the mitigation provided and their influence should be assessed for  
near-field scenarios using a mitigant-filled container. 
 
The research chapters presented in this thesis aim to investigate many of these unknowns 
and enhance the understanding of how to effectively use water and other mitigant-filled 
containers for near-field blast protection.   
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Chapter 3 – Research Methodology 
The focus of the research undertaken as part of this PhD project was to evaluate the 
physical mechanisms responsible for the near-field blast mitigation provided by  
water-filled containers. The experimental and numerical modelling methodologies to 
evaluate the performance of the containers and the associated mitigation mechanisms are 
described in this chapter. The general approach was to use experimental investigations to 
determine the performance of different water-filled containers and provide validation data 
for numerical simulations. Following their validation, the numerical simulations were then 
used to determine the mitigation mechanisms.  
 
3.1  Experimental Methodology 
3.1.1 Techniques to Measure Localised Deformation 
Preliminary experiments conducted by Bornstein et al. [14] demonstrated that water-filled 
containers can provide a significant reduction in the localised deformation of a steel target 
plate, but may not have as meaningful of an effect on the impulse transferred to the target. 
As such the focus of the investigation was to evaluate the role of water in reducing target 
deformation under near-field blast loading conditions. There are a range of test 
methodologies for conducting localised deformation testing of materials. In general, the 
major differences between test techniques are the boundary conditions for the target 
specimen. The four boundary conditions most commonly used in blast protection 
experiments are: 1) clamped boundary condition; 2) simply-supported boundary 
condition; 3) slip boundary condition; and 4) free boundary condition. These will be 
described in more detail in the following sections.  
 
3.1.1.1  Clamped Boundary Condition 
The clamped boundary condition is probably the most common setup found in the 
literature for blast experiments [14, 42, 133, 134]. The test panel is generally bolted to a 
fixture using an aperture plate. The torque on the bolts provides a compressive loading to 
the aperture plate and the test fixture, which clamps the edges of the plate. The clamped 
boundary condition results in high stresses at the edge of the panel and has lower 
deflections than the simply-supported boundary condition for the same panel size and 
input loading [39]. Ackland et al. [133] used a clamped boundary condition to evaluate the 
performance of polyurea coatings in reducing the deformation of mild steel targets caused 
by localised blast loading. Figure 3.1 shows the clamped boundary test fixture used in 
their investigation, where an aperture plate was placed over the test plate and 28 bolts 
were used to exert the clamping force. This setup provides a simple method to measure 
the permanent deformation, as the plate edges remain flat after testing. In addition, the 
clamping provides a space below the plate to safely place instrumentation. One issue is 
that a perfectly clamped plate cannot be achieved experimentally as the clamping force is 
applied by the aperture plate is generally limited by the bolt configuration. Whilst the 
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peak deformation is typically well captured using numerical simulations [133, 135], there 
are often difficulties replicating the transient deformation of plates. Snyman et al. [135] 
observed that the transient deformation could only be captured in their experiments using 
a clamped boundary condition when the bolts were included in the numerical model. A 
number of research laboratories including the Blast Impact and Survivability Research 
Unit (BISRU) at the University of Cape Town have included a clamped boundary 
condition into a more complex test fixture that enables the measurement of impulse and 
localised deformation [42, 59, 136]. These setups typically involve attaching a clamping 
frame to a pendulum. 
 
Figure 3.1 Experimental setup from Ackland et al. [133] with a clamped boundary   
   condition. 
 
3.1.1.2  Simply-Supported Boundary Condition  
 
The simply-supported boundary condition has been used in a number of blast protection 
investigations [137, 138]. In this case only a small section of the plate is supported on both 
sides of the panel. The simply-supported boundary condition results in lower edge 
stresses than the clamped boundary condition and higher central deformations for the 
same panel size and input loading [39]. Mellen et al. [137] used a simply-supported 
boundary condition to assess the effects of surrogate Vehicle Borne IEDs (VBIEDs) against 
concrete targets. Figure 3.2 shows the test rig they used to generate the simply-supported 
boundary condition on the concrete panel. One limitation of a simply-supported boundary 
condition is the need to model a more complex boundary condition to replicate the peak 
deformation of the target. 
 
Test fixture 
500 g pentolite charge 
Charge stand 
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Figure 3.2 Test fixture from Mellen et al. [137] with a simply-supported boundary   
   condition. 
 
3.1.1.3  Slip Boundary Condition 
This slip boundary condition is used less frequently than other conditions as the plates are 
not attached to the test fixture. An example of a slip boundary condition is the explosion 
bulge die (EBD) technique that was developed by Pellini et al. [139] for assessing the 
performance of steels for naval applications subjected to blast loading. This methodology 
is currently employed in MIL-STD 2149A – Standard procedures for the explosion testing 
of ferrous and non-ferrous metallic materials and weldments [140]. The test setup 
employed in this standard is illustrated in Figure 3.3. The target plate is placed onto the 
EBD, which has a central orifice, such that the plate can deform into the orifice upon 
loading from the blast wave. The advantage of this setup is that the boundary conditions 
are reasonably well known, outside of the friction force between the test fixture and the 
panel. One issue is that as the plate is unrestrained, and therefore it will be thrown into the 
air during the test. If the strength of the material is insufficient, damage may occur due to 
collisions with the test fixture or ground upon landing. Another issue is the lack of a 
defined zero point to measure the permanent deformation following the test. Without the 
benefit of a clamping frame the edges of the panel deform and can also pull into the test 
fixture for large deformations. This causes warping of the panel edges which makes 
defining the undeformed state of the panel difficult following a test. An example of this 
warping at the edges of a panel is shown in Figure 3.4.  
 
 
 
Concrete test 
panel 
Support 
frame 
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Figure 3.3 Experimental setup for MIL-STD 2149A testing of metallic materials under  
   blast loading [140] with a slip boundary condition. 
 
 
Figure 3.4 Steel panel following EBD test highlighting the warped edges. Image is   
   from unpublished work by DST Group. 
 
3.1.1.4  No Boundary Condition 
This test method is typically only used for impulse measurements but can also be used to 
measure localised deformation in some cases. To employ this test method an explosive is 
placed below the target, which is positioned on support stands that provide minimal 
influence on the target loading except to generate the initial stand-off to the explosive 
charge. This method was employed by Weckert and Anderson [141] who assessed the 
Warped edges of steel panel 
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TNT equivalence of PE4 for buried charges. Figure 3.5 shows the test setup they employed 
where no boundary conditions were applied to the plate. This test technique is often 
referred to as a ‘flying plate’ test. For plates that are not too thick, the permanent 
deformation can be measured post-event, although the plate must be sufficiently strong to 
not be damaged upon landing following the test. Due to the lack of clamping at the edges, 
the deformation measured is not high for a given input loading with this experimental 
technique. The lack of clamping also results in warping at the edges making the 
measurement of a zero point for deformation difficult. In addition, no dynamic 
deformation measurements can be made using this technique.  
 
 
Figure 3.5 Experimental setup from Weckert and Anderson [141] with no boundary  
   conditions. 
 
3.1.2 Selection of the Explosion Bulge Die Method 
The selection of a test rig for the blast experiments performed as a part of this PhD project 
was based on three key requirements. The first requirement was that the test rig needed to 
be compatible with instrumentation to measure the dynamic deformation of the target. 
This was not only a key requirement for validation of the numerical simulations, but also 
important as injuries in armoured vehicles are based on the dynamic deformation of the 
vehicle hull under blast loading. This requirement eliminated the no boundary condition 
approach. The second requirement was that the test rig was already built, removing the 
need to spend valuable research time and funding on developing a new test fixture. This 
requirement removed the potential to use a simply-supported boundary condition because 
there was no access to a suitable test rig with this boundary condition. The third 
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requirement was to conduct the experiments simultaneously with other DST Group 
research programs in order to maximise the amount of experimental data produced within 
a limited testing window. This requirement was largely responsible for the use of the slip 
boundary condition. The EBD rig provided a faster turn-around between experiments than 
the clamped test fixture. In addition, multiple EBDs were available for use in the test 
program which enabled a greater amount of data to be generated over the course of the 
PhD project. 
 
3.1.3 Experimental Setup 
A number of EBDs were used throughout this project with the only difference between 
them being the height of EBD. The EBD was manufactured from steel with a yield strength 
of 1 GPa. A schematic of the EBDs used is shown in Figures 3.6 and 3.7. The lower plates 
had a length of 760 mm, a width of 760 mm and were 100 mm high. A circular orifice with 
a diameter of 482 mm was water jet cut into these plates. The top plate of the EBD had a 
curved radius that created a link between the outer edge of the orifice, which had a 
diameter of 635 mm and the inner edge of the orifice with the diameter of 482 mm. The 
tallest EBD used had a height of 500 mm to allow a laser displacement transducer to be 
placed within the EBD, while the smaller EBD had a height of 300 mm and was only used 
to assess the permanent deformation. 
 
The basic experimental setup without any mitigants is shown in Figure 3.7. The explosive 
used in all experiments was PE4. The charge size used in all of the experiments described 
in Chapters 3-6 was 5.06 kg and the stand-off distance was kept constant at 600 mm from 
the bottom surface of the charge to the top surface of the steel target plate. The setup for 
the experiments described in Section 7.3 used a different setup, which is detailed in that 
section. The charge size and stand-off were selected to provide a generic air-blast loading 
condition that has similarities to those experienced by armoured vehicles. The PE4 charges 
were packed into cylindrical cardboard moulds, which had an internal diameter of  
250 mm. The wall thickness of the cardboard cylinders was 5 mm. The base of the mould 
was manufactured from 3 mm cardboard sheet and glued to the cardboard cylinders. The 
charges were placed inside two plastic bags and the bags were hung from hooks on a 
wooden beam. The height of the beam was adjusted using G-clamps, which were attached 
to two metal charge stands. These stands were aligned to ensure the centre of the charge 
was placed over the centre of the steel plate. The height of the charge was set using a 
surrogate charge mass and confirmed by the firing officers prior to each test. The 
experiments were all conducted using a free-air blast without the addition of soil. The use 
of soil presents an additional level of complexity into understanding the response of the 
water-filled containers. Given the limited understanding of the physical mechanisms 
responsible for blast mitigation when using water-filled containers, a decision was made 
to simplify the experiments and only include free-field blast experiments. 
 
  
54 
 
Figure 3.6 Schematic showing the dimensions of the explosion bulge die and explosive  
   charge  used in the tests where a laser displacement transducer was setup to  
   capture dynamic deformation. 
 
 
Figure 3.7 Photograph of the basic experimental setup without any fluid-filled   
   containers.  
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The containers used in the experiments were manufactured from injection moulded high 
density polyethylene (HDPE) with a wall thickness of 3 mm. A range of container sizes 
and shapes were used. Figure 3.8 provides a selection of the container shapes used, which 
are further described in the following chapters. All containers included a screw on lid that 
allowed filling and storage of water within the container. The specific designs used in the 
investigation will be presented in their relevant chapter within this thesis.  
 
 
Figure 3.8 Examples of water-filled container geometries used in the PhD project. 
 
The steel used in the experiments had a yield strength of 800 MPa. The steel was selected 
as the material had previously been characterised by DST Group for use in numerical 
simulations. This characterisation involved assessments at both high strain rates (up to 
2000 s-1) and high temperatures (up to 600oC). The steel manufacturer and type are not 
provided for proprietary reasons. The length and width of the steel targets was  
760 mm. The thickness of the steel was nominally 10 mm, but changed slightly between 
each of the test series due to availability and manufacturing tolerances.  
 
In order to measure the dynamic deformation of the plate centre during the experiments a 
laser displacement transducer (LDT) was used. A LDT was used instead of the digital 
imaging correlation (DIC) technique to capture the dynamic deformation, due to the 
limitations on placing cameras within the EBDs, in addition to the additional time 
required to calibrate the cameras and conduct the experiments. In the first series of 
experiments on container geometry (Chapter 4) a Micro-Epsilon ILD 2300-200 LDT was 
used. This LDT has a measuring range of 200 mm and starts recording at distances of  
130 mm away from the sensor. The sampling rate for the LDT in this series of experiments 
was 20 kHz. In the second and third series of experiments on container shape and mitigant 
type (Chapters 5 and 6), a newer Micro-Epsilon ILD 2300-200 LDT was used. This LDT 
also had a measuring range of 200 mm and also starts recording at distances of 130 mm 
away from the sensor. However the sampling rate for the LDT in this series of experiments 
was 30 kHz. For all tests, the LDT was placed within a protective aluminium case with a 
small cut-out to allow passage of the laser beam while attempting to minimise the risk of 
fragments striking the LDT. As the EBD does not restrain the plate, it rebounds off the 
EBD into the air, which can expose the LDT during the event. The protective aluminium 
case is shown in Figure 3.9. The LDT was surrounded by foam to reduce the effects of any 
shock loading. The LDT was connected to a universal controller unit, which was then 
connected to a controlling laptop. The triggering of the LDT was performed manually and 
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hence there was no established start time for the recording to synchronise the laser data 
with the detonation of the explosive. This was a requirement due to the tests being 
performed using red cord rather than a detonator to initiate the PE4 charges.  
 
 
Figure 3.9 Aluminium protective housing for the laser displacement transducer. 
 
 
3.2  Numerical Modelling Methodology 
There are a number of commercially available explicit finite element/volume numerical 
simulation packages available to assess the response of structures to blast loading. 
ANSYS® AUTODYN® was used for the simulations conducted in this PhD project. A 
multi-material Eulerian domain was used for modelling the expansion of detonation 
products and interaction with the target plate. As Eulerian solvers are limited by their 
ability to accurately track the interface of solid objects, the target plate and EBD were 
modelled as Lagriangian parts within the Eulerian domain. SPH was not considered as it 
is more computationally expensive and cannot be coupled with an Eulerian solver in 
AUTODYN®. This meant that a coupled Euler-Lagrange solver approach was required to 
accurately simulate the blast tests conducted as part of the experimental investigation. The 
coupling between the Euler and Lagrange solvers is shown in Figure 3.10. The boundaries 
of the Lagrangian mesh provide flow constraints within the Eulerian mesh. Cells within 
the Eulerian mesh that are inhibited by Lagrangian elements are ‘blended’ to define the 
pressure, velocity and density within the cell. The pressure within the ‘blended’ Eulerian 
element is then exerted on the surface of the Lagrangian element. This is transmitted as 
nodal forces based on the integration of the pressures across multiple Eulerian elements 
[142]. 
 
Aluminium 
Protective 
Housing 
Laser 
displacement 
transducer 
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Figure 3.10 Schematic showing the coupling of Euler and Lagrange solvers [142]. 
 
3.2.1 Numerical Model Setup (Deformation Experiments) 
This section describes the numerical models used in the investigation. The material models 
for the basic experimental setup including water as the mitigant material will be described 
here, and information on modelling the other mitigants (e.g. sand, aerated water) will be 
described in Chapter 6.  
 
3.2.1.1 Material Models 
A Jones-Wilkins-Lee (JWL) equation-of-state (EoS) was used to describe the PE4 explosive. 
The JWL EoS is used to describe the pressure-volume-energy relationship of the 
detonation products. The pressure (P) is a function of the Chapman Jouget (C-J) 
detonation energy, the C-J detonation pressure, and the ratio of the volume of the 
detonation products with the volume of the undetonated high explosive. A description of 
the detonation velocity is also used to describe the propagation of the shock wave through 
the explosive material. The JWL EoS is expressed as:  
 
𝑃 = 𝐴 (1 −
𝜔
𝑅1𝑉
) 𝑒−𝑅1𝑉 + 𝐵 (1 −
𝜔
𝑅2𝑉
) 𝑒−𝑅2𝑉 +
𝜔𝐸
𝑉
     (3.1) 
 
where E is the detonation energy per unit volume in (GPa-m3/m3), V is the ratio of the 
detonation product volume with the original volume of the explosive, and A, B, C, R1, R2 
and ω are empirical fitting parameters. 
 
The JWL EoS is widely used for a large variety of explosive materials, whose parameters 
are described in the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) Explosives 
Handbook [143]. The parameters are typically fit using a cylinder test, which is described 
in [144]. The EoS is valid for expansions of the detonation products down to pressures of  
1 MPa. Most hydrocodes convert the expansion of the detonation products to an ideal gas 
Euler  Lagrange  
  
58 
EoS when the pressures drop below 1 MPa and this approach was used for this 
investigation. 
 
The PE4 was described using the C4 material parameters from the LLNL Explosives 
Handbook [143]. Bogosian et al. [145] reported no difference in the incident pressure and 
incident impulse between C4 and PE4 in the far-field. Whilst the target loading in the 
experiments is within the near-field, in lieu of a well characterised EoS for PE4, the C4 
material model was used in this study. The parameters used in the simulations for the PE4, 
HDPE container and water are provided in Table 3.1. The air was described using the ideal 
gas EoS, with parameters from the AUTODYN® material library. 
 
Table 3.1 Material model parameters used for PE4, water and HDPE.  
Material Model 
 
JWL Equation of State Parameters 
  
ρ 
(kg/m
3
) 
A (kPa) B (kPa) R1 R2 W 
CJ 
Velocity 
(m/s) 
CJ 
Pressure 
(kPa) 
CJ  
Energy 
(kJ/m
3
) 
PE4 
[143] 
JWL 1601 6.098x10
8
 1.295x10
7 
4.5 1.4 0.25 8193 2.8x10
7
 9x10
6
 
 
 
Mie-Grüneisen Equation of State Parameters 
Failure  
Parameter 
ρ 
(kg/m
3
) 
Us-up slope C (m/s) Γ 
Specific Heat 
(kJ/kg K) 
Tensile 
Cut-Off 
(kPa) 
Water 
[146, 
147] 
Mie-
Grüneisen 
1000 1.75 1483 0.28 4.18 -8000 
HDPE 
[148] 
Mie- 
Grüneisen 
915 1.48 2901 1.64 2.25 NA 
 
Bi-Linear Strength Model Parameters 
Failure 
Parameter 
Yield 
Strength 
(kPa) 
Tangent Modulus 
(kPa) 
Shear Modulus 
(kPa) 
 
Plastic 
Strain 
HDPE 
[149] 
Bi-Linear 2.64x10
4 
1.23x10
6
 8x10
5
 5 
 
The HDPE used for the containers was described using a Mie-Grüneisen EoS with 
parameters sourced from Marsh [148] for injection moulded HDPE. A bi-linear strength 
model and a plastic strain failure threshold of 5 were used based on material data sourced 
from MatWeb [149]. The parameters used for the bi-linear strength model and the failure 
model were open to some interpretation as [149] provides a range of values for the 
strength of HDPE. As such, the values were selected without tuning the strength model to 
provide deformations closer to the experimental values.  
 
For the steel target, a linear EoS and the Johnson-Cook strength model were used, with 
parameters derived from quasi-static and high-strain rate characterisation experiments 
[150]. The parameters used are listed in Table 3.2.  
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Table 3.2 Johnson-Cook strength model parameters for steel. [158] 
A (MPa) B (MPa) n (-) C (-) m (-) 
784 826 0.336 0.0284 0.497 
 
The water was described using a Mie-Grüneisen EoS with parameters from Matsuka [154]. 
A range of different sources provide varying values for the cavitation threshold of water. 
Hazell et al. [159] used a threshold of 8 MPa, based on the work by Boteller and 
Sutherland [155], to evaluate shock loadings in water. Schiffer and Tagarielli [136] 
successfully used a cavitation threshold of 0 MPa to assess the formation and collapse of 
cavitation bubbles within a water-filled shock tube. Simulations using both thresholds 
were initially performed. Figure 3.11 compares the deformation-time history of the  
centre-point of the target plate and shows minimal difference between the two cases. This 
will be further discussed in Chapter 4. With minimal difference between the two cases for 
the scenario, the cavitation threshold was set to 8 MPa. 
 
 
Figure 3.11 Comparison of the calculated deformation-time history of the steel target  
   plate simulations using 0 MPa and 8 MPa cavitation threshold values for  
   the water within the container. The container used in these simulations has  
   a radius of 150 mm and a height of 200 mm.   
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3.2.2.2 Mesh Refinement 
A mesh refinement study was performed using 2D and 3D mesh simulations to identify a 
suitable approach to resolve the blast wave propagation using the incident pressure-time 
histories at stand-off distances of 400 mm and 600 mm from the bottom of the charge. 
These distances were selected as they represented the stand-off of the baseline experiment 
and the stand-off to one of the water-filled containers used in the experiments. Based on 
computational limitations, the maximum number of elements used in the Euler domain 
was found to be two million. For the 3D models using quarter symmetry, a  
5 mm x 5 mm x 5 mm element size was considered the minimum possible mesh size as this 
resulted in two million elements for a minimum domain size of 1000 mm x 500 mm x  
500 mm. Figures 3.12 and 3.13 compare the 3D mesh using 5 mm elements with a range of 
2D meshes at stand-off distances of 600 mm and 400 mm, respectively. Both the 2D and 3D 
simulations with a 5 mm element size under-predicted the peak pressure at a stand-off 
distance of 600 mm. At a 400 mm stand-off distance, the peak pressure predicted by the 5 
mm mesh is similar to the smaller mesh sizes, but the second pressure peak is not 
captured. A 2D-3D remapping approach was also considered whereby a 1 mm 2D mesh 
was remapped to a 5 mm 3D mesh after 0.08 ms. The 2D-3D remapping technique 
captured the second pressure peak at 400 mm but still under-predicted the peak pressures 
at both stand-off distances. This highlighted that whilst the 3D mesh might be adequate 
for determining the structural response, the 3D mesh may be unable to accurately resolve 
the blast wave propagation that is important for understanding the mitigation 
mechanisms when using the water-filled containers. As such, all models were performed 
in 2D using axial-symmetry. 
 
 
Figure 3.12 Incident pressure-time histories for varying mesh sizes in 2D and 3D at a  
   stand-off of 600 mm. 
  
61 
 
Figure 3.13 Incident pressure-time histories for varying mesh sizes in 2D and 3D at a  
   stand-off of 400 mm. 
 
As the experimental test conditions were not axially symmetric, this represented a 
variation in the numerical model. To evaluate whether this approach was valid, a 
preliminary numerical modelling study comparing the deformation of the steel targets for 
a square (experimental condition) and cylindrical (2D model condition) EBD in 3D was 
performed. This preliminary study assessed the three ranges of deformation measured in 
the experiments (~110 mm, ~70 mm and ~50 mm), and a maximum difference of 6% was 
calculated between the two models. Based on this preliminary study, the axially-
symmetric 2D condition provided an adequate representation of the experimental setup. 
 
The 2D axial-symmetric simulations used a 2000 x 1000 mm multi-material Euler domain, 
discretised into 2 million 1 x 1 mm elements. The size of the domain was larger than 
potentially necessary in order to minimise any impact from the flow-out boundary 
conditions. Schwer and Du Bois [65] indicated that the algorithms used for flow-out 
boundaries in hydrocodes can have limitations in some scenarios and create reflections at 
the boundary. Whilst this effect may be uncommon, the domain was extended to alleviate 
this from presenting an issue.  
 
The steel target was modelled as a circular target of 380 mm radius (to match the EBD 
lateral dimension), discretised into 2 x 2 mm Lagrangian elements for the 10 mm thick 
steel target. The EBD was modelled as a hollow cylinder with an outer radius of 380 mm 
and a height of 290 mm, which was discretised into 200 Lagrangian elements. The curved 
lip of the EBD was modelled using a quarter circle of 76.5 mm radius to create the internal 
radius of 241 mm, discretised into 75 Lagrangian elements. The EBD below the curved lip 
was not modelled as its geometry does not affect the target deformation. Both parts of the 
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EBD were fixed, while the target was free to move, representing the slip boundary 
condition of the experiment. The 2D axisymmetric model setup is shown in Figure 3.14, 
with a representative water container from the experiments. 
 
 
Figure 3.14 Numerical simulation model for the deformable target simulations, here with the 
245 mm radius and 300 mm high water-filled container. The orange region at the 
edge of Euler domain highlights the flow-out boundary conditions used in the 
simulation. 
 
3.2.2.3  Boundary / Interaction conditions 
A static friction value of 0.8 was used between the target plate and the EBD rig for the 
steel-steel contact in the simulations. However, a constant value is not strictly valid once 
the plate is moving. Additional simulations were performed to assess the effect of the 
friction coefficient on the results and found that when friction was neglected, the 
deformation was within 5% of the simulations with the static friction coefficient set to 0.8. 
As such, this method to describe friction was used throughout the investigation.  
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Whilst the domain size was setup to minimise the effect of the flow-out boundary, it was 
still necessary to use flow-out boundaries on all edges besides the symmetry axis. One 
potential area of concern was the use of the flow-out boundary condition at the base of the 
EBD. The EBDs used in the experiments were up to 500 mm high, while the model was 
only 290 mm. As such, an additional simulation was run with a reflective boundary 
condition below the EBD to investigate the influence of the boundary condition at this 
location. Whilst there are shock wave reflections from the ground in the timescale of the 
loading, the reflected shock waves do not cause any changes to the overall deformation of 
the steel targets, nor the blast flow field at the surface of the target plate. This validated the 
use of the flow-out boundaries on all edges beside the symmetry axis.    
 
3.2.3 Numerical Model Setup (Momentum Transfer) 
A major focus of this PhD project is to understand the physical mechanisms responsible 
for the blast mitigation generated by fluid containers. While the simulations capturing 
target deformation are essential to validate the model, additional simulations were 
required to provide more insight into the physical mechanisms causing the mitigation. 
These additional simulations focused on analysing the spatial and temporal distribution of 
loading on the targets. This was performed using a series of investigations where the EBD 
and steel target were replaced with alternative measurement techniques in the 
simulations. The two main techniques used were a thick plate with pressure gauges 
distributed along the length and a series of concentric rings.    
 
3.2.3.1  Thick Plate Simulations 
These simulations used an 80 mm thick steel target to ensure minimal deformation and 
allow the pressure-time history of the surface loading to be computed for a range of test 
cases. The simulations also enabled the total momentum transferred to the target to be 
compared effectively. This assessment could not be performed with the EBD due to the 
interaction between the target and the EBD during the loading timeframe. The material 
models used for the steel, HDPE, air and water were identical to those described earlier in 
this chapter. The Euler domain had a size of 1500 x 1000 mm and was discretised into  
1.5 million 1 x 1 mm elements. Figure 3.15 shows the numerical setup for the 80 mm thick 
target simulation. The plate was modelled with a radius of 380 mm and a thickness of 
80 mm, discretised into 2 x 2 mm Lagrangian elements (i.e. 40 elements through-the-
thickness). Gauges were placed along the target surface (in the Euler domain) to record the 
pressure-time history of the loading, located along the plate centre-line and at  
100, 200 and 300 mm radially offset from the centre-line. Flow-out boundary conditions 
were placed along the top, bottom and side of the Euler domain.  
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Figure 3.15 Numerical setup for the 80 mm thick target with a 300 mm radius and  
   200 mm high water-filled container. Orange diamonds represent the gauges  
   used to record the pressure-time history of the loading on the surface of the  
   target. 
 
3.2.3.2 Flying Ring Simulations 
The setup used here was identical to the setup described for the target deformation 
simulations, except in this case the EBD and target plate were replaced with a series of 14 
concentric rings surrounding a central disc. This methodology has been employed 
experimentally by Joynt [152] and numerically by Elgy et al. [153] and Heider and 
Klomfass [154] to describe the spatial distribution of loading from buried explosives. The 
radius of the central disc was 25 mm and each concentric ring had an outer radius that was 
25 mm larger than its inner radius. Both the central disc and the concentric rings had a 
thickness of 80 mm and were modelled using the same material model as the target plate. 
The thickness of 80 mm was selected arbitrarily to ensure they acted as a pseudo-rigid 
body. A schematic of the numerical setup is provided in Figure 3.16.  
 
  
65 
 
 
Figure 3.16 Schematic of the numerical model setup for the flying ring arrangement.  
   The numbers within the flying rings refer to the numbers used in the   
   following chapters, with the ‘c’ representing the central disc. Note: The   
   figure is not to scale.  
 
3.3  Summary 
This chapter described the experimental and numerical methodology used to investigate 
the blast protection provided to a flat steel plate subject to near-field air blast by external 
mitigant-filled containers throughout this PhD project. The explosion bulge die (EBD) was 
chosen for the experiments due to its availability, speed of turn around and simple 
boundary conditions. The majority of the experiments were conducted with a constant 
charge size of 5.06 kg of PE4 and a stand-off distance of 600 mm to provide a generic but 
realistic condition for an armoured vehicle. Numerical simulations were performed using 
a 2D axisymmetric coupled Euler-Lagrange approach. The 2D modelling approach was 
required to accurately capture the propagation of the shock waves due to limitations on 
the mesh size in 3D simulations.  
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Chapter 4 – Effect of Container Geometry 
Abstract 
This chapter presents a combined experimental and numerical study into the effect of the 
geometry of quadrangular-shaped water-filled containers on reducing the deformation of 
a steel target plate subjected to near-field blast loading. In addition, the performance of the 
water-filled containers is compared to steel applique panels of equivalent areal density. 
The container geometry was evaluated by varying both the height and width of the 
containers while maintaining a constant volume of fluid, as well as by varying the height 
and width independently. The best performing container geometry provided a 65% 
reduction in the peak dynamic deformation of the steel target plate; more than twice the 
reduction provided by a steel applique panel of equivalent areal density. The blast 
mitigation effectiveness of the water-filled containers was dependent on their geometry; 
for the same container volume, variations in container geometry were found to affect the 
peak dynamic deformation of the steel target by up to 100%. The numerical simulations 
were validated against the experimental results, with a maximum difference of 12% for the 
peak dynamic deformation recorded across all the experiments. The numerical simulations 
were then used to identify and quantify the role of the various mitigation mechanisms 
responsible for the protection provided by the water-filled containers. The key mitigation 
mechanisms were identified as mass, shadowing and spreading. Each of these 
mechanisms was enhanced by increasing the height of the container. However, there was a 
noted trade-off between enhancing these mechanisms and increasing the loading on the 
container due to the top surface being in closer proximity to the explosive charge. 
 
The majority of work within this chapter has been published in: 
 
1. H. Bornstein, S. Ryan and A. Mouritz, Physical mechanisms for near-field blast mitigation 
with fluid containers: Effect of container geometry, International Journal of Impact 
Engineering, Vol. 96, pp. 61-77, 2016.  
 
2. H. Bornstein, S. Ryan and A. Mouritz, Quantification of mechanisms for blast mitigation with 
water-filled containers, 30th International Symposium on Ballistics, Long Beach,  
11th-15th September, 2017 
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4.1  Aims and Objectives 
This chapter documents an investigation into the influence of the geometry of  
quadrangular-shaped water-filled containers on near-field blast mitigation. The key aims 
of the study are to: 
 
1. Identify the best-performing quadrangular geometries to maximise the blast protection 
provided by a water-filled container.   
 
2. Develop a validated numerical model to predict target deformation for near-field blast 
loading events with water-filled containers. 
 
3. Identify and quantify the importance of different loading and mitigation mechanisms 
responsible for blast protection using water-filled containers. 
 
 
4.2  Experimental Setup 
A detailed description of the baseline experimental setup was provided in Section 3.1.3. In 
this particular investigation, three series of experiments were conducted to systematically 
evaluate the effect of the quadrangular water-filled container geometry. The length, width 
and height of the container were modified to generate different test conditions. 
 
4.2.1 Series 1 – Effect of Container Geometry for a Constant Volume of Water 
The first experimental series assessed the effect of three container geometries with the 
same total volume of water, but with a range of widths and heights. The intent of this 
series was to establish the importance of the aspect ratio of the container for a given mass 
of water. To determine the relative blast mitigation provided by the water-filled 
containers, tests were repeated using steel applique panels with identical lateral 
dimensions and areal densities as the water-filled containers. These applique panels had 
the same material properties as the steel target. A schematic of the experimental conditions 
used for the water containers and steel appliques is shown in Figure 4.1, and details of the 
specific container and applique geometries evaluated are listed in Table 4.1. Some tests 
were conducted on a smaller EBD that did not allow the use of a LDT to record the 
dynamic deformation of the steel target. These tests are identified in Table 4.1 by the LDT 
not being used. 
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Table 4.1 Full set of experiments for Series 1. All experiments were performed using a  
   10 mm  thick steel target. Note: mitigant length = mitigant width for all   
   experiments. 
Experiment 
Number 
Mitigant 
Type 
Mitigant Length 
(mm) 
Mitigant Height 
(mm) 
LDT Used 
S1-1 None NA NA No 
S1-2 None NA NA No 
S1-3 None NA NA Yes 
S1-4 Water 245 300 Yes 
S1-5 Water 245 300 Yes 
S1-6 Water 300 200 Yes 
S1-7 Water 300 200 No 
S1-8 Water 425 100 Yes 
S1-9 Water 425 100 Yes 
S1-10 Steel 245 40 Yes 
S1-11 Steel 245 40 No 
S1-12 Steel 300 25 Yes 
S1-13 Steel 300 25 Yes 
S1-14 Steel 425 12 Yes 
 
 
Figure 4.1 (Left) Schematic of experimental setup with a water container.  
   (Right) Schematic of experimental setup with a steel applique panel. 
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4.2.2 Series 2 – Effect of Container Height and Surface Area 
The second experimental series investigated the effect of independently changing the 
container height and surface area using the experimental setup presented in Figure 4.2. 
The intent of this series was to establish the importance of each container dimension on the 
level of blast mitigation provided. The container material, thickness, and manufacturing 
technique were the same as those used in the series one experiments. A complete list of the 
additional experiments conducted in this series is provided in Table 4.2. 
 
 
Figure 4.2 (Left) Experimental setup for 300 x 300 x 50 mm water-filled container. 
   (Middle) Experimental setup for 300 x 300 x 100 mm water-filled container. 
   (Right) Experimental setup for 300 x 300 x 200 mm water-filled container. 
 
Table 4.2 Experiments for Series 2. All experiments were performed using a 10 mm 
   thick steel target. Note: mitigant length = mitigant width for all    
   experiments. 
Experiment 
Number 
Mitigant 
Type 
Mitigant Length 
(mm) 
Mitigant Height 
(mm) 
LDT Used 
S2-1 Water 300 50 Yes 
S2-2 Water 300 50 No 
S2-3 Water 300 100 Yes 
S2-4 Water 300 100 Yes 
S2-5 Water 425 200 Yes 
S2-6 Water 425 200 No 
 
 
4.2.3 Series 3 – Complete Plate Coverage 
The Series 1 and 2 experiments compared the effects of different container geometries that 
were all smaller in surface area than the steel target. The third series of experiments 
assessed the effect of water covering the entire target surface. In these tests a 300 mm high, 
10 mm thick wooden box without a top or bottom was fixed to the top of the steel target 
Container 
Container 
Container 
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using Sika Flex™ as shown in Figure 4.3. Two depths of water were selected, 80 mm and 
175 mm, to allow a direct comparison to steel applique panels of equivalent areal density. 
The applique panel tests were performed with a 10 mm thick steel applique panel, which 
was equivalent in areal density to the 80 mm depth of water. A 20 mm thick target was 
also compared to the 10 mm thick applique panel placed on the 10 mm thick target to 
determine the impact of using a single or dual layer steel armour of identical thickness. 
Based on the results of this comparison (which are described in Section 4.3.3), a 16 mm 
thick steel applique panel was placed on a 16 mm thick steel target, which was equivalent 
in areal density to the 10 mm thick steel target covered by a depth of water of 175 mm. A 
complete list of the Series 3 experiments is provided in Table 4.3. 
 
 
Figure 4.3 (Left) Schematic of water-filled wooden ‘box’ on top of the steel target plate  
(Right) Photograph of water-filled wooden ‘box’ with a water height of  
80 mm. 
 
Table 4.3 Experiments for series 3. Unless indicated a 10 mm thick steel target was used. 
Note: mitigant length = mitigant width for all experiments. 
Experiment 
Number 
Mitigant 
Type 
Mitigant Length 
(mm) 
Mitigant 
Height (mm) 
LDT Used 
S3-1 Water 760 80 Yes 
S3-2 Water 760 80 No 
S3-3 Water 760 175 No 
S3-4 Steel 760 10 Yes 
S3-5 Steel 760 10 No 
S3-6 Steel 760 0* Yes 
S3-7 Steel 760 0* No 
S3-8 Steel 760 16+ No 
 *20 mm thick target plate replacing the 10 mm thick target plate 
 +16 mm thick target plate replacing the 10 mm thick target plate 
 
5.06 kg PE4 charge 
Stand-off 
600 mm 
Wooden 
Box 
EBD 
Steel Target  
Water 
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4.3  Experimental Results and Discussion 
A complete listing of the experimental results from the three series of tests is given in 
Table 4.4. The relative error was calculated as the percentage difference between the 
maximum and minimum deformation values of the steel target measured from two tests 
of nominally identical set-ups. The maximum relative error was 10% for the peak dynamic 
deformation and 11% for the peak permanent deformation. Figure 4.4 presents the  
centre-point deformation-time histories for both tests on the three experimental conditions 
that were repeated with a LDT. The results highlight the repeatability of the test method, 
although the LDT was found to produce minor oscillations in the deformation-time 
history. Given the oscillations were not present in testing conducted in subsequent 
chapters, this was thought to be due to some small movements of the LDT during blast 
events conducted in this test series rather than high-frequency oscillations within the 
target plate. As the deformation of the steel target increased, the boundary conditions of 
the EBD resulted in warping at the edges of the plates. The warping complicated 
definition of a reference plan, resulting in the peak permanent deformation measurements 
being larger than the peak dynamic deformation for some test cases. An example of the 
plate warping is shown in Figure 4.5 from an experiment without mitigation (maximum 
deformation). Whilst differences in the peak deformation were observed due to the 
varying container geometries, no change in the general shape of the deformation profiles 
was observed. 
 
For the tests with water-filled containers, there was a noticeable imprint of the bottom 
surface of the container on the target plate following the event (Figure 4.6). The bottom 
surface of the container was usually found intact following the blast test, although the rest 
of the container was normally destroyed. In some cases the container was found with the 
side walls still partially intact which provided some understanding of the container 
breakup process. Figure 4.7 indicates that failure occurred at the edges of the container 
with significant tearing also occurring along the top surface. In general, the upper surfaces 
of the container were destroyed and found as small fragments (Figure 4.7) around the test 
site.  
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Table 4.4 Combined results from experimental series 1-3. Note: The peak dynamic 
deformation was not measured (nm) in all experiments.  
Exp. 
Number 
Mitigant 
Mitigant 
length/
width 
(mm) 
Mitigant 
height 
(mm) 
Peak dynamic 
deformation 
(mm) 
% 
Reduction 
in baseline  
Peak 
permanent 
deformation 
(mm) 
% 
Reduction 
in baseline  
S1-1 None NA NA nm - 114 - 
S1-2 None NA NA nm - 117 - 
S1-3 None NA NA 113 
 
116 - 
S1-4 Water 245 300 42 63 27 77 
S1-5 Water 245 300 38 66 24 79 
S1-6 Water 300 200 55 51 48 59 
S1-7 Water 300 200 nm nm 48 59 
S1-8 Water 425 100 91 20 87 25 
S1-9 Water 425 100 84 26 79 32 
S1-10 Steel 245 40 85 25 81 30 
S1-11 Steel 245 40 nm nm 81 30 
S1-12 Steel 300 25 79 30 75 35 
S1-13 Steel 300 25 79 30 75 35 
S1-14 Steel 425 12 77 32 76 34 
S2-1 Water 300 50 97 14 98 15 
S2-2 Water 300 50 nm nm 93 20 
S2-3 Water 300 100 79 30 77 33 
S2-4 Water 300 100 76 33 73 37 
S2-5 Water 425 200 70 38 71 39 
S2-6 Water 425 200 nm nm 65 44 
S3-1 Water 760 80 103 9 102 12 
S3-2 Water 760 80 nm nm 93 20 
S3-3 Water 760 175 nm nm 84 27 
S3-4 Steel 760 10 63 44 58 50 
S3-5 Steel 760 10 nm nm 65 44 
S3-6 Steel 760 0* 64 43 65 44 
S3-7 Steel 760 0* nm nm 60 48 
S3-8 Steel 760 16+ nm nm 30 74 
 *20 mm thick steel target plate 
 +16 mm thick steel target plate 
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Figure 4.4 Centre-point deformation-time histories for experimental conditions where  
   two tests were conducted with a LDT. 
 
 
Figure 4.5 Target plate (no mitigation) following the blast event highlighting the   
   warping of the edges. 
 
Warped edges 
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Figure 4.6 Target plate showing an imprint of the bottom surface of the container   
   following the blast event. 
 
 
Figure 4.7 (Left) Damaged container post-blast indicating the locations of container  
   breakup.  
   (Right) Recovered fragment of container post-blast.   
 
4.3.1 Series 1 – Effect of Container Geometry for a Constant Volume of Water  
The presence of the water-filled containers reduced the peak dynamic deformation of the 
target plate by 65%, 51%, and 23% for the 245 x 245 x 300 mm container, 300 x 300 x  
200 mm container, and 425 x 425 x 100 mm container, respectively. Comparable results 
were obtained for the peak permanent deformation. The steel applique panels were found 
to decrease the peak dynamic deformation of the target plate by 28%, 32%, and 34% for the 
245 x 245 x 40 mm, 300 x 300 x 25 mm, and 425 x 425 x 12 mm panels, respectively. Again, 
comparable results were achieved for the permanent peak deformation. The results of the 
Series 1 experiments are plotted in Figure 8, in terms of the percentage reduction in 
dynamic deformation when compared to the baseline steel target. This figure shows that 
the water-filled containers were effective in reducing the target deformation in all Series 1 
configurations. Relative to nominally equal weight steel applique panels with identical 
lateral dimensions, the water-filled containers were more effective in two of the three 
configurations. As the surface area of the container decreased (i.e. taller and narrower), it 
became more effective at reducing deformation. The best performing water-filled 
container geometry (245 x 245 x 300 mm) evaluated in this series was found to provide 
more than twice the reduction in target deformation when compared to the worst 
performing water-filled container (425 x 425 x 100 mm). 
Failure occurs along 
container edges 
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Figure 4.8  Comparison of the percentage reduction in peak dynamic deformation provided 
by water-filled containers and steel applique panels of varying geometry when 
compared to the 10 mm thick base-line steel target. Results are grouped in equal 
area coverage, e.g. the 300 x 300 x 200 mm water-filled container is comparable 
with the 300 x 300 x 25 mm steel applique panel. 
 
Figure 4.9 presents the LDT results for the baseline and water-filled container Series 1 
experiments. As the timing from the LDT was not synchronised with the detonation of the 
explosive charge, the time-scales of all deformation-time histories are adjusted, such that 
the initial deformation at the centre-point of the plate occurs at ~0.1 ms. This time was 
selected as it corresponded to the initial deformation in preliminary simulations of the 
baseline test configuration. The velocity of the target centre-point was found to reduce as 
the containers became taller and narrower, as evidenced by a lower initial gradient in the 
deformation-time history. For the three water-filled containers, the peak deformation 
occurred between 1.25-1.4 ms. Whilst a greater peak deformation was found for the 
baseline case, the peak deformation occurred at an earlier time of ~1 ms. A second loading 
phase was observed on the two taller targets from 1.2-1.3 ms. The second loading phase is 
discussed further in Section 4.5.3.  
 
Figure 4.10 presents the LDT results for the steel applique Series 1 experiments, and 
compares the results to the baseline condition and the 300 x 300 x 200 mm water-filled 
container. The results highlight that whilst the peak deformation of the three steel 
appliques panels was very similar; their deformation-time histories were different. The  
40 mm and 25 mm thick steel applique panel tests had a lower initial velocity at the centre 
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of the target when compared to the 12 mm thick steel applique test. However, at ~0.45 ms 
the velocity of the centre of the target increases significantly when compared to the 12 mm 
thick steel applique test. 
 
 
Figure 4.9 LDT results for Series 1 water container geometries highlighting the second 
loading phase occurring after 1 ms. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.10 LDT results for Series 1 comparing the steel applique panels to the baseline and 
300 x 300 x 200 mm water-filled container. 
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4.3.2 Series 2 – Effect of Container Height and Surface Area 
The Series 2 experiments provided supplementary data to systematically assess: 1) the 
effect of container height (and therefore water mass) for a constant container surface area 
and 2) the effect of container surface area (and water mass) for a constant container height.  
Figure 4.11 shows the measured effect of varying container height (and water mass) for 
constant container lateral dimensions on the peak dynamic deformation of the steel target 
plate. The results reveal a substantial decrease in deformation by increasing the container 
height and consequently the water mass. This finding was consistent with most blast 
protection technologies where adding mass increases the protection provided, as reported 
in Chapter 2.  
 
The centre-point deformation-time histories of the different height containers are 
compared in Figure 4.12. Whilst a second loading phase is present for the 200 mm high 
container, there is no distinct additional loading phase for the 50 mm high and 100 mm 
high containers. For the 200 mm high container, there is a plateau in the deformation-time 
history at ~0.8 ms. This plateau occurs until ~1.1 ms when the second loading phase 
occurs. The time to peak deformation was 1.1, 1.25 and 1.35 ms for the 50, 100 and 200 mm 
high containers, respectively. This highlights that the time to peak deformation increased 
with the height of the container. 
 
The effect of varying the surface area (and water mass) for a constant container height on 
the peak dynamic deformation of the target is shown in Figure 4.13. The results indicate 
that increasing the surface area of the water container reduces the protection provided to 
the steel target. Thus, unlike the findings shown in Figure 4.11, adding water mass by 
increasing the lateral dimensions of the fluid container reduces the blast mitigation. The 
centre-point deformation-time histories of the different width containers are compared in 
Figure 4.14. There is no observable trend (outside of the peak deformation) that is 
impacted by increasing the width of the container while maintaining the height. As the 
effect of container width was compared for two heights (100 mm and 200 mm), one trend 
was observed in the deformation-time history that was based on the height of the 
container. The results also indicate that the second loading phase only appears for the two 
containers with a height of 200 mm. 
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Figure 4.11 Effect of container height (for a constant surface area) on blast mitigation in 
 terms of the percentage reduction in peak dynamic deformation to a 10 mm 
 thick steel target.   
 
 
Figure 4.12 LDT results for Series 2 experiments comparing the different height water-
 filled containers.  
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Figure 4.13 Effect of container surface area (for constant height) on blast mitigation in  
   terms of the reduction in peak dynamic deformation to a 10 mm thick steel  
   target. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.14 LDT results for Series 2 experiments comparing the water-filled containers  
   with the same height but varying width. 
 
2nd Loading Phase 
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4.3.3 Series 3 – Complete Plate Coverage 
The results for the Series 3 experiments are shown in Figure 4.15. As only two of the test 
conditions were recorded using the LDT, all results are presented as the average 
permanent deformation of the target panels. Full coverage of the steel target provided 
reductions of 16% and 27% in the peak permanent deformation for 80 mm and 175 mm 
deep water, respectively. This was significantly less than the reduction provided by the 
largest width water container, even with a larger added mass. Thus, the trend observed in 
the Series 2 experimental results was continued here, revealing that an increased surface 
area is not an effective means of using water-filled containers for  
near-field blast mitigation.  
 
The equivalent areal density steel applique panels out-performed both the 80 mm and  
175 mm deep water box configurations. The 16 mm thick steel applique panel placed on a 
16 mm thick steel target (additional 100 kg of mass over the baseline steel target) provided 
approximately the same level of blast mitigation as the smallest width water container 
(additional 20 kg of mass over the base-line steel target); further highlighting the potential 
of water-filled containers to be used for ‘light-weight’ blast protection. The 10 mm thick 
steel applique panel placed on a 10 mm thick steel target provided a similar level of 
mitigation as the monolithic 20 mm thick steel target. This indicated that for the 
experimental setup considered, when the deformations are large, the performance of 
multiple steel panels in contact can be assumed to provide a similar performance to a 
single panel of the same thickness. The centre-point deformation-time histories of the 80 
mm deep water box and the 20 mm thick steel target are shown in Figure 4.16.  
 
 
Figure 4.15 Average percentage reduction to the peak permanent deformation of a  
   10 mm thick steel target for Series 3 experiments. 
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Figure 4.16 LDT results for Series 3 experiments comparing the 80 mm deep water box 
 with a 20 mm thick target (equivalent to 760 x 760 x 10 mm applique steel 
 panel). 
 
 
4.4  Numerical Simulation Results and Discussion 
The numerical simulation method used to analyse the experimental tests was described in 
Chapter 3. The models for the various shaped water-filled containers used the same 
materials described in Chapter 3, and the Euler domain was filled to account for the 
container shape in each simulation. For the steel applique simulations, the steel applique 
was described using the same steel model and element size (2 mm x 2 mm) as the target.  
 
4.4.1 Comparison Between Experiments and Simulations 
The results from the deformable target simulations are compared to the experimental 
measurements in Table 4.5. The two comparative measures are the peak dynamic 
deformation of the target and the percentage reduction in deformation for the 10 mm thick  
baseline target configuration. The peak dynamic deformations for all the numerical 
simulations were within 12% of the experimental values, and accurately captured the 
trends found in the experimental data. Figures 4.17-4.19 provide comparisons between the 
centre-point deformation-time history from the LDT and the model for a range of test 
conditions. They show that the simulations were able to provide a good description of 
both the peak dynamic deformation and the deformation-time history of the target plate. 
For example, in Figure 4.17 the numerical simulations were able to capture the 2nd phase of 
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loading that was identified in the experiments. While the timescale of the second loading 
phase does not exactly match the experiment, this result indicates that the model is 
capturing the key physics associated with the blast mitigation using water-filled 
containers. Another example is shown in Figure 4.19, where the model accurately predicts 
the differences in the initial plate velocity between the 425 x 425 x 12 mm and 245 x 245 x  
40 mm steel applique test cases. The thicker steel applique has a lower initial plate velocity 
until a time of 0.4 ms, where there is a significant increase in the plate velocity. 
 
Table 4.5 Comparison of 2D deformable numerical simulation results with   
   experiments. 
Mitigant 
Mitigant 
Length/Width 
(mm) 
Mitigant 
Height 
(mm) 
Peak Dynamic 
Deformation (mm) 
Reduction from Baseline 
Condition (%) 
Experiment Simulation Experiment Simulation 
Series 1: Effect of Container Geometry for a Constant Volume of Fluid 
None (baseline) - - 113 114 - - 
Water container 245 300 40 43 65 62 
Water container 300 200 55 60 51 47 
Water container 425 100 87.5 87 23 24 
Steel applique 245 40 85 93 25 18 
Steel applique 300 25 79 88 30 23 
Steel applique 425 12 77 84 32 26 
Series 2: Effect of Container Height and Surface Area 
Water container 300 50 97 97 14 15 
Water container 300 100 77.5 80 31 30 
Water container 425 200 70 75 38 34 
Series 3: Complete Plate Coverage 
Water box 760 80 103 102 9 11 
Water box 760 175 nm
1
 99 - 13 
Steel applique 760 10 63 66 44 42 
None 760 0
* 
64 66 43 42 
Steel applique 760 16
+ 
nm
2
 47 - 59 
*20 mm thick steel target plate   184 mm peak permanent deformation 
+16 mm thick steel target plate   230 mm peak permanent deformation 
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Figure 4.17 Comparison of experiments and numerical simulations for the  
   300 x 300 x 200 mm water-filled container, highlighting the second loading  
   phase on the steel plate. 
 
 
Figure 4.18 Comparison of experiments and numerical simulations for the  
   300 x 300 x 100 mm water-filled container. 
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Figure 4.19 Comparison of experiments and numerical simulations for the  
   425 x 425 x 12mm and 245 x 245 x 40 mm steel applique panels. 
 
 
4.5  Assessment of Physical Mechanisms for Blast Loading and Blast  
  Mitigation 
Using the numerical simulations, this section analyses the mitigation mechanisms 
responsible for the blast mitigation provided by the water-filled containers.  
  
4.5.1  Evaporation and Afterburning 
As mentioned in Chapter 2, the latent heat of water for evaporation is ~2.25 MJ/kg [113], 
which is just under half the detonation energy of C4 (5.44 MJ/kg [118]). PE4 and C4 have a 
similar explosive output [145]. The high latent heat of water indicates that the water could 
potentially absorb a significant amount of energy from the system through evaporation. In 
addition to the detonation energy, Ripley et al. [118] determined the afterburning energy 
of C4 to be 1.4 MJ/kg. As such, two phenomena were considered: 1) evaporation of water 
droplets dissipating the blast energy and 2) the water acting to suppress the afterburning 
reaction which reduces the blast wave impulse.  
 
In this investigation, for evaporation to occur the container must first be ruptured and the 
water must break up into smaller droplets. In order to provide a conservative estimate 
about the role of evaporation in the experiments, the container was initially assumed to be 
in contact with the explosive. Whilst water break-up and evaporation occur faster in this 
scenario, it allows the assessment performed by Grujicic et al. [113] for water evaporation 
Change in plate velocity 
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to be considered. An analysis of the break-up time of bulk water to a 50 μm droplet size 
was conducted by Grujicic et al. [113]. Using the model developed by Schmehl et al. [114] 
for the break-up of the water droplets they calculated a break-up time of 0.5-2 ms. Once 
water break-up occurs, Grujicic et al. [113] calculated an evaporation time of ~4 ms for a  
50 μm droplet size. As the target deformation reaches a maximum within 1.4 ms  
(Figure 4.9), there is insufficient time for evaporation to be a significant factor for blast 
mitigation.  
 
In addition to the calculations by Grujicic et al. [113], further validation of the minimal 
influence of evaporation can be inferred from the numerical simulations. The material 
model for the water used a single phase EoS, which did not allow for evaporation of the 
water. With this limitation, the model was still able to capture the deformation of the 
target to within 12% for all experimental test conditions, suggesting evaporation was not 
playing a major role in mitigation. To confirm this, an additional simulation was 
performed using a two-phase EoS for the water and minimal difference was observed 
between the two simulation cases. 
 
Whilst the role of afterburning in near-field blast loading has typically been neglected in 
published research, recent work by Tyas et al. [155] comparing a free-field blast in an  
air-filled environment and a nitrogen-filled environment suggested there may be an 
afterburning effect in the near-field. Whilst no appropriate high-speed video footage was 
captured to assess the fireballs during the current investigation, unpublished work by 
Bornstein et al. [156] comparing the impulse delivered to a target plate with and without a 
water-filled container highlighted the effect of the water on the fireball (Figure 4.20). 
Whilst the fireball is clearly affected by the water, the occurrence of this is beyond the 
initial loading time on the target. Given the evaporation of the water is what creates the 
reduction in afterburning, the issue with the timescale of evaporation again discounts the 
suppression of afterburning being considered as a blast mitigation mechanism in this 
investigation. While this analysis was not previously published, these experiments were 
conducted as part of the investigation reported by Bornstein et al. [14]. The water-filled 
container reduced the momentum delivered to the flyer plate by 27% in these experiments. 
 
 
Figure 4.20 Visual comparison of fireballs for tests conducted by Bornstein et al. [156].  
   (Left) Without water (Right) With water. 
Fireball No Fireball 
Flyer plate 
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4.5.2  Peak Pressure Modification / Shock Impedance Mismatch 
In order to understand the physics involved with the blast mitigation provided by the 
water-filled containers, their effect on the propagation of the air shock and detonation 
products needs to be understood. Figure 4.21 shows modelling analysis of the propagation 
of different waves and their associated pressures within a numerical simulation that 
includes a water-filled container. The container used in this simulation had a radius of  
150 mm and a height of 200 mm. A breakdown of the wave dynamics is discussed below.  
  
The air shock interacts with the container at a time of 0.085 ms and is reflected at the 
surface (Figure 4.21b-c), which results in loading on the container due to the reflected 
pressure associated with the air shock. The impedance mismatch between the air and the 
HDPE container ensures there is no transmitted shock wave in the water. This is 
confirmed by the velocity of the wave travelling within the water, which was ~1500 m/s 
(sound speed of water). Hence the loading on the container generates a pressure wave 
within the water, which transmits the loading to the target. The target plate is loaded by 
this pressure wave at a time of 0.2 ms. 
 
The air shock also diffracts around the container, travelling at a speed of ~3500 m/s and 
applies an incident pressure loading to the sides of the container. This incident pressure 
loading results in a low amplitude pressure wave in the water. This wave travels from the 
edge of the container towards the centre and propagates ahead of the main pressure wave 
within the water. The diffracted wave reflects off the target plate due to the shock 
impedance mismatch between the air and the steel at a time of 0.145 ms. The reflected 
shock wave from this interaction then loads the edge of the container prior to the arrival of 
the main pressure wave in the water. A low amplitude pressure wave is generated within 
the water due to this interaction.  
 
The diffraction of the air shock around the edges of the container also generates a 
rarefaction (clearing) wave, which moves from the edges of the container towards the 
centre and relieves the pressure loading on the surface of the container. Figure 4.21e 
indicates a region of lower pressure at the edges of the container, which is indicative of the 
effect of a rarefaction wave.  
 
The detonation products are also deflected (not diffracted) around the container. This 
process results in the generation of a shadow region outside the container. The deflected 
detonation products reflect off the outer part of the target plate at a time of 0.16 ms. 
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Figure 4.21 Pressure contours from water container representing the  
300 x 300 x 200 mm water container. The outline of the water container has been 
accentuated. 
a) Prior to shock wave interaction with the water container – 0.080 ms.  
b) Initial shock wave reflection at water container surface – 0.085 ms. 
c) Initial pressure wave transmission through water container. Shock wave starts 
to diffract around the container – 0.095 ms. 
d) Shock wave reflects off the target surface outside the water container. Pressure 
wave in water has travelled less than 100 mm through the  
water – 0.145 ms. 
e) Detonation products reflect off the target surface outside the water container. 
Pressure wave in water has travelled less than 150 mm through the water – 0.160 
ms. Effects of rarefaction waves can be seen inside the edge of the container 
where the pressure is lower than along the centre-line of the water container.  
f) Pressure wave in water just prior to reaching the target – 0.200 ms. 
 
In terms of mitigation, whilst the shock-impedance mismatch was shown to stop the 
transmission of a shock wave through the water, the magnitude of the impulsive loading 
did not appear to have been affected by the change from a shock wave to a pressure wave. 
Figure 4.22 shows that the peak pressure at the target surface increases when a water-filled 
container is used. As Jones [39] indicates that a reduction in the peak pressure is required 
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to reduce deformation, this is not a method by which the water is mitigating the blast 
loading.  
 
 
Figure 4.22 Pressure-time history at the surface of the 80 mm thick target for the numerical 
simulations of the base-line target and three water container geometries at the 
centre-line of the target. 
 
4.5.3  Cavitation / FSI Effect 
Both the experiments and numerical simulations indicated that there was a second loading 
phase on the target. Further interrogation of the numerical simulations revealed that this 
additional loading phase was due to the collapse of cavitation bubbles (cavitation closure) 
within the water. Figure 4.23 shows the formation and growth of cavitation bubbles within 
a water-filled container which had a radius of 150 mm and a height of 200 mm. Cavitation 
closure was found to occur within the container at ~0.85 ms, which corresponds to the 
timing of the second loading phase on the centre-point deformation-time history of target 
in the numerical simulations. Whilst the LDT measurement of the second loading phase in 
the experiments indicated that cavitation closure occurred after 1 ms, the mechanism of 
this loading phase has been correctly identified. The LDT measurements from experiments 
with 50 mm and 100 mm high water containers did not indicate a second loading phase. 
However, the numerical simulation of containers with varying height but a constant 
radius of 150 mm indicated that a second loading phase occurred due to cavitation closure 
in all cases, but the structural response was such that the target plate was still deforming 
during cavitation closure. The timescale of the formation and collapse of the cavitation 
bubbles appeared to be dictated by the height of the water container. As the container 
Loading from 
detonation products 
Loading from 
air shock 
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height is reduced, the formation and collapse of the cavitation bubbles occurred at an 
earlier time. The models indicated that cavitation closure occurred in the 50 mm high 
container at 0.375 ms, compared to 0.580 ms in the 100 mm high container and 0.865 ms in 
the 200 mm high container. This analysis was based on the visual collapse of the cavitation 
bubbles within the model rather than a pronounced change in the deformation-time 
history. This also highlights how the target deformation can be affected by the relationship 
between the structural response time and the timescales of the different loading phases.   
 
 
Figure 4.23 Development and collapse of cavitation bubbles within the  
300 x 300 x 200 mm water container. The outline of the water container has been 
accentuated. 
a) Formation of small cavitation bubbles at 0.280 ms   
b) Growth into larger cavitation bubbles at 0.500 ms 
c) Initial collapse of cavitation bubbles at 0.550 ms 
d) Complete collapse of cavitation bubbles at 0.865 ms showing a second loading 
phase on the target. 
 
Water 
Container 
Steel Target 
Formation of 
small 
cavitation 
bubbles 
Initial collapse of 
cavitation bubbles 
Complete collapse of 
cavitation bubbles  
(Second Loading Phase) 
(a) (b) 
(c) (d) 
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In order to isolate the role of cavitation in the response of the target, a numerical 
simulation was performed where the cavitation threshold was turned off. This was done 
by setting no failure condition for the water. A comparison between the velocity-time 
histories of the target plate centre for both conditions using a water-filled container with a 
radius of 150 mm and a height of 200 mm is shown in Figure 4.24. There is still a second 
loading phase when cavitation is turned off, but the centre-point velocity-time history of 
the plate is slightly different to the loading generated by cavitation closure. Figure 4.25 
shows the differences in the behaviour of the water for the two cases and indicates that 
when cavitation is turned off the water-filled container bounces off the surface of the 
target instead of forming cavitation bubbles. The second loading phase is caused by a 
secondary collision between the water-filled container and the target, which occurs at a 
similar time to the cavitation closure in the original simulation. 
 
 
Figure 4.24 Comparison in centre-point velocity – time history for simulations with and  
   without cavitation. The water-filled container has a radius of 150 mm and a  
   height of 200 mm. 
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Figure 4.25 Comparison of water behaviour and loading phases for numerical   
   simulations with and without cavitation.  
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4.5.4  Effect of Stand-off Distance on Blast Mitigation 
The surface of a water-filled container placed between a steel target and explosive charge 
experiences a higher level of loading than the steel target would in the absence of the 
container due to a reduction in stand-off distance from the explosive. To quantify this 
effect the flying ring technique was used, whereby a number of simulations were run with 
the rings at different stand-off distances from the explosive. In this case no water-filled 
containers were used in the simulations. To confirm the validity of this approach, an 
assessment was made between the vertical momentum transferred to a water-filled 
container and a steel plate of equivalent areal density from a 5.06 kg C4 charge. In this 
validation case, there were no rings or target below the water-filled container or the steel 
plate. The results indicated that the use of the steel rings to assess the impact of stand-off 
distance for a water-filled container was valid, with a difference of less than 3% in the total 
vertical momentum transferred to water-filled container and the steel plate.  
 
In order to assess the effect of container height, simulations were performed with the rings 
placed at stand-off distances of 300, 400, 500, 550 and 600 mm, measured from the top 
surface of the rings to the bottom surface of the explosive charge. The results of these 
simulations are shown in Figure 4.26 and presented in terms of the percentage increase in 
loading when compared to the baseline case (600 mm stand-off distance). The influence of 
the stand-off distance was found to depend on the spatial location on the target. This is 
due to the non-uniform flow field of the detonation products from the cylindrical charge. 
For a 300 mm high container, the momentum at the centre of the target is increased by 
>150% over the baseline condition, highlighting the magnitude of the increase in loading 
for a tall container. In addition to the specific momentum transfer at a given location, the 
average percentage increase was calculated for a given container width. For a container 
with a radius of 150 mm, the total percentage increase in momentum is 107% for a 300 mm 
high container, 61% for a 200 mm high container, 27% for a 100 mm high container and 5% 
for a 50 mm high container. These results indicate that the taller containers, which 
performed better in the experiments, need to overcome a significant increase in loading 
due to their upper surface being closer to the charge. This highlights that increasing the 
height of a water-filled container must result in an enhancement of the mitigation 
mechanisms. 
 
It was calculated that the shape of the charge had a significant influence on the spatial 
distribution of loading, which impacted the effect of stand-off reduction at different radial 
distances. For a cylindrical charge, the detonation products flow vertically from the top 
and bottom faces of the charge as well as radially from the circumference of the charge. 
This creates a strong flow field in-line with the faces of the charge. The shock waves 
generated from this expansion are linked by bridging waves (Figure 4.27) and the 
pressures from these bridging waves are significantly lower. As the stand-off is reduced, 
the region of the target in-line with the bridging wave gets larger. This effect is the reason 
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for the reduction in loading on outer rings in Figure 4.26 when the stand-off distance is 
reduced.  
 
 
Figure 4.26 Spatial distribution of loading showing the increase in momentum   
   transferred to the surface of a water-filled container for varying heights of  
   container. 
 
 
Figure 4.27 Development of shock waves and bridging waves from a cylindrical charge  
   [157].    
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In addition to affecting the spatial distribution of loading, the cylindrical charge has a 
major influence on the peak pressure at the target centre. For the baseline case, the 
numerical simulations indicated that the peak pressure was ~550 MPa (Figure 4.22). This is 
an order of magnitude above the prediction when using the Kingary-Bulmash equations 
that are described in [17] for a free-field blast with a spherical charge. Whilst this 
difference is extremely high, additional simulations that assessed the reflected pressure 
using the incident and dynamic pressures along with the Rankine-Hugoniot equations 
indicated they were accurate. A simulation with a 5.06 kg spherical charge resulted in a 
dynamic deformation of 37 mm (compared to 114 mm for the cylindrical charge), 
highlighting the importance of charge shape on the target loading in the near-field. Using 
the analytical blast loading condition in AUTODYN®, which is based on the  
Kingary-Bulmash equations, it was found that a 20 kg spherical TNT charge (~16.7 kg PE4 
equivalent) was required to match the level of deformation recorded with a 5.06 kg 
cylindrical charge.  
 
4.5.5  Effect of Mitigant Mass on Blast Mitigation 
In order to evaluate the effect of mass on the mitigation provided, an assessment was 
made using the analytical equations developed by Rahimzadeh et al. [129]  
(Equations 2.2 and 2.3). As both water-filled containers and steel appliques were used, the 
equations are rewritten in terms of the target thickness (Ht) and the applique thickness for 
an equivalent mass of steel (Hsem).  
 
𝐼𝑡
𝐼
=
2(𝐻𝑡/𝐻𝑠𝑒𝑚)
(𝐻𝑡/𝐻𝑠𝑒𝑚)+1
         (4.1) 
 
𝐼𝑡
𝐼
=
(𝐻𝑡/𝐻𝑠𝑒𝑚)
(𝐻𝑡/𝐻𝑠𝑒𝑚)+1
         (4.2) 
 
Where It is the momentum transmitted to the target mass, I is the initial momentum of the 
applique armour, due to loading from the shock wave and detonation products, Ht is the 
thickness of the steel target and Hsem is the steel equivalent thickness of the mitigant. 
 
To assess the validity of equations 4.1 and 4.2, six separate simulations were performed. 
This included a baseline case without any mitigation and three different steel applique 
panels using 80 mm thick steel rings as the target. The geometry of the applique panels 
were selected to replicate the applique panels used in the test program, although the width 
of some were modified so the edge corresponded to the edge of the steel rings placed 
below the applique. As Equations 4.1 and 4.2 are affected by the target mass, simulations 
were also performed using a baseline case without any mitigation and a single steel 
applique panel using 40 mm thick steel rings as the target. Table 4.6 provides a description 
of the geometries used in each model.  
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Table 4.6 Numerical model conditions for assessing effect of mitigant mass.  
Simulation 
Target Thickness 
(mm) 
Mitigant Type 
Mitigant Height  
(mm) 
Mitigant Width  
(mm) 
1 80 None NA NA 
2 80 Steel 12 200 
3 80 Steel 25 150 
4 80 Steel 40 125 
5 40 None NA NA 
6 40 Steel 25 200 
 
The results of the simulations are presented in terms of the percentage reduction in 
impulse provided by the mitigant (when compared to the baseline), as measured for the 
central disc and first two rings. These results are compared to the reductions predicted 
using Equation 4.2 in Figure 4.28. The inelastic collision model is used as it provides a 
better representation of the results. The analytical model is found to predict the percentage 
reduction in momentum to the target provided by the applique to within 5% for most test 
cases and within 10% for all test cases. This indicates that the analytical model can be used 
to provide an effective assessment of the percentage reduction in impulse on the target 
directly below the water-filled containers and steel applique panels due to their mass.  
 
 
Figure 4.28 Comparison of the percentage reduction in target momentum predicted by  
   the numerical model and the analytical model (Eq. 4.2) for four different  
   configurations.   
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By using Equation 4.2, an evaluation of the impulse scaling factor (It/I) for a 10 mm thick 
steel target was performed. This analysis provided a quantitative measurement of the 
effect of the water mass on the mitigation provided for the experimental condition used in 
this investigation. Figure 4.29 shows how the impulse scaling factor (ISF) is modified due 
to the increase in water mass. This analysis shows that there is a non-linear relationship 
between the reduction in impulse transferred to a target and the addition of mass in the 
form of applique armour. Hence there are reduced benefits in continuing to increase the 
mass of the mitigant beyond a certain amount. Further analysis shows that the additional 
mass provided by the 100, 200 and 300 mm high water-filled containers results in 45%, 
28% and 20% of the impulse delivered the water container being transferred to the target 
plate respectively. An assessment of the percentage reduction in momentum due to the 
mitigant mass across the entire target plate was made for water-filled containers with a 
radius of 150 mm, for various heights. The 50, 100, 200 and 300 mm high water-filled 
containers provided a total reduction in the momentum transfer due to their mass of 19%, 
25%, 31% and 36% respectively. These results indicate that the mitigant mass is an 
important mitigation mechanism for the water-filled containers.   
 
 
Figure 4.29 Impulse scaling factor for a 10 mm thick steel target with varying   
   thicknesses of  applique armour.   
 
4.5.6  Effect of Shadowing on Blast Mitigation 
Numerical simulations revealed that the deflection of the detonation products around the 
surface of the container created a shadow region where there was a significant reduction 
in the peak pressure applied to the target surface. Figure 4.30 shows the computed loading 
from the detonation products on the target for the 50 mm, 100 mm and 200 mm high 
water-filled containers where the radius of each container is 150 mm. As the height of the 
container increased, the detonation products interacted with the target at a greater radial 
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distance from the centre-line. This created a larger shadow region at the edge of the taller 
containers.  
 
 
Figure 4.30 Comparison of detonation product loading on target for three water containers. 
   The outline of the water container has been accentuated. 
   (a) 300 x 300 x 50 mm water container (0.155 ms). 
   (b) 300 x 300 x 100 mm water container (0.160 ms). 
   (c) 300 x 300 x 200 mm water container (0.160 ms). 
 
In order to quantify the magnitude of this effect, the flying ring setup was used to compare 
the spatial distribution of loading when different container heights were used. The flying 
ring setup was identical to that described in Chapter 3 and used rings with a thickness of 
80 mm. Figure 4.31 provides a comparison between the baseline setup and water-filled 
containers with a 150 mm radius and heights ranging from 50 mm to 300 mm. The results 
show that not only is the size of the shadow region larger for the taller containers but the 
magnitude of impulse reduction is also greater. The 200 mm and 300 mm high containers 
provide a 60-70% reduction in the momentum transferred to the target in the 100 mm 
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region outside the containers. Beyond this region, the 300 mm high container still provides 
a similar level of mitigation while the 200 mm high container only provides a reduction of 
40%. The 50 mm and 100 mm high containers have smaller shadow regions, with the 50 
mm high container providing 30-40% reductions in momentum transfer for the 50 mm 
region outside the container. The 100 mm high container provides a reduction of 40-60% 
within the 75 mm region outside the container. Quantification of the percentage reduction 
in total momentum transferred to the target due to the shadowing effect is shown in  
Table 4.7. This assessment makes the assumption that the momentum transferred to the 
target below the container is identical to the baseline in order to isolate the mitigation 
provided by shadowing.  
 
 
Figure 4.31  Spatial distribution of loading for water-filled containers with heights of  
   50, 100, 200 and 300 mm. The radius of all containers is 150 mm. Note: The  
   distribution is only shown for rings at radii greater than the water-filled  container. 
 
Table 4.7 Quantification of the percentage reduction in total momentum caused by  
   shadowing for water containers of varying height. 
Container Size 
Shadowing effect on 
total momentum 
% 
150x50 mm Water Container 6 
150x100 mm Water Container 16 
150x200 mm Water Container 32 
150x300 mm Water Container 45 
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The effect of container width on the size and strength of the shadow region is evaluated 
using four containers with a height of 100 mm. The radius of the containers were 50 mm, 
100 mm, 150 mm and 200 mm. Figure 4.32 shows the percentage reduction in momentum 
transferred to the rings outside the container for each case. The wider containers are 
shown to have slightly larger shadow regions which provide a greater magnitude of 
mitigation than the narrower containers. It is likely that the smaller containers have been 
affected by the radius of the explosive charge which was 125 mm. The 50 mm and  
100 mm wide containers only have a very narrow shadow region and the loadings outside 
the shadow region are higher than the baseline for these two container sizes. An analysis 
of the effect of the shadow region on the total momentum transferred to the target is 
provided in Table 4.8. The mitigation provided by the shadow region is found to increase 
when the container width is increased. This analysis conflicts with the experimental 
findings that increasing the width of the container results in less mitigation being 
provided by the water-filled container. One explanation is that the loading and mitigation 
mechanisms each have differing effects based on container width. This may result in less 
mitigation being provided by a wider container even when the shadowing mechanism is 
providing an increased level of mitigation. It should be noted that there is a maximum 
width of container beyond which shadowing will not provide any protection as no 
shadowing will be provided if the entire surface of the target is covered with water. The 
optimisation of the container size is evaluated in Chapter 5.  
 
 
Figure 4.32  Spatial distribution of loading for rings for water-filled containers with   
   radii of 50, 100, 200 and 300 mm. The height of all containers is 150 mm.  
   Note: The distribution is only shown for rings at radii greater than the   
   water-filled container. 
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Table 4.8 Quantification of the percentage reduction in total momentum caused by  
   shadowing for water containers of varying width (at height of 100 mm). 
Container Size 
Shadowing effect on Total 
Momentum  
% 
50x100 mm Water Container -1 
100x100 mm Water Container 3 
150x100 mm Water Container 16 
200x100 mm Water Container 21 
 
During the loading event, the water-filled containers were found to break-up and spread. 
This resulted in the water providing some additional loading on regions of the target 
outside the original width of the container. In order to explore the magnitude of this effect 
a comparison was made between a water-filled container and a pseudo-rigid body with 
the same density as the water container. Figure 4.33 presents a comparison between the 
water-filled container and a rigid body of the same size and density. The computed results 
indicate that the rigid body can provide up to 20% higher reductions in momentum 
transfer within the shadow region. This effect is more pronounced at the edge of the 
container where a larger portion of momentum is likely to be transferred by the spreading 
water to the target.  
 
 
Figure 4.33  Comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for a water-filled container and a 
   pseudo-rigid body with a radius of 150 mm and a height of 200 mm. Note: The  
   distribution is only shown for rings at radii greater than the water-filled container. 
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4.5.7  Effect of Rarefaction Waves on Blast Mitigation 
The flying ring technique was used to quantify the role of rarefaction waves in mitigating 
the momentum transferred to a target. Simulations were conducted using the full ring 
arrangement (centre plate + 14 rings) and an arrangement with a reduced number of rings 
(centre plate + 5 rings). The reduced number of rings was used to provide the same 
dimensions as a water-filled container with a radius of 150 mm. As the rarefaction wave is 
generated at the edge of the target, this wave is created earlier and closer to the target 
centre for the reduced ring setup. Hence, the momentum transferred to the reduced ring 
target will be lower than the full ring target. By comparing the difference in the 
momentum transferred to each ring for the two arrangements, the influence of the 
rarefaction waves can be quantified at each spatial location. The results of this analysis for 
container heights of 50, 100, 200 and 300 mm are shown in Figure 4.34. At the edge of the 
water-filled container, reductions in momentum of 9-17% were calculated. The rarefaction 
waves were predicted to have a slightly greater effect for setups with shorter containers. 
This may be due to the rarefaction wave being associated with the air shock rather than 
the detonation products. For taller containers, which are closer to the explosive charge, a 
greater percentage of the loading is due to the dynamic flow of the detonation products 
than the air shock. As such, the relative effect of a reduction in loading associated with the 
air shock component will be lower at reduced stand-off distances. Closer to the centre of 
the container, the reduction in momentum is <5%. The percentage reduction in the total 
momentum transferred to the target due to the rarefaction waves is <5% for all cases. This 
analysis indicates that rarefaction waves are not a major mitigation mechanism for  
water-filled containers. 
 
 
Figure 4.34  Spatial distribution of loading showing the percentage reduction in target 
   momentum due to rarefaction waves for container heights of 50, 100, 200  
   and 300 mm. 
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4.5.8  Effect of Spreading on Blast Mitigation 
Previous work by Salter et al. [120] and Wolfson [97] indicated that the radial spreading of 
water has the ability to reduce the blast loading on structures. In order to assess the role of 
spreading on the blast mitigation provided for the test cases, a range of numerical 
modelling investigations were performed. The first assessment compared the vertical and 
radial momentums (Figures 4.35 and 4.36), as well as the total internal and kinetic energies 
delivered to a water-filled container and a steel applique of equivalent areal density with 
no target plate (Figure 4.37). The results indicate that while the vertical momentum 
transferred to the water-filled container was similar to the steel applique, the water-filled 
container had a significant radial momentum following the loading from the blast wave. 
This resulted in higher total and kinetic energies being transferred to the water-filled 
container. Figure 4.38 provides an analysis of the conservation of energy within the 
simulations by assessing the differences in the mitigant, air and detonation product 
energies for the water-filled container and steel applique simulations. The additional 
energy within the water was the result of a different redistribution of energy between the 
water, air and detonation products following the blast loading. Whilst spreading of the 
water was predicted, there was no difference in the vertical momentum of the water when 
compared to the steel. Hence this approach to assess the role of spreading does not 
confirm that it affects the momentum transferred to a target. 
 
 
Figure 4.35 Vertical momentum transferred to a 300 x 300 x 200 mm water-filled  
   container and equivalent steel applique. 
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Figure 4.36 Radial momentum transferred to a 300 x 300 x 200 mm water-filled  
   container and equivalent steel applique. 
 
 
Figure 4.37 Total, kinetic and internal energy transferred to a 300 x 300 x 200 mm  
   water-filled container and equivalent steel applique.  
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Figure 4.38 Comparison of the total energy delivered to the mitigant, air and   
   detonation products for the steel and water simulations. The curves  
   represent the energy of the material from the steel simulation minus the  
   energy of the material from the water simulation. 
 
To further evaluate the role of water spreading, a series of numerical simulations were 
performed to compare the mitigation provided by a water-filled container, a rigid 
container (same density and dimensions) and a water-filled container with a rigid  
side-wall to confine the water. As AUTODYN® does not allow the use of a rigid body in 
coupled 2D Euler-Lagrange simulations, the density of the steel material model was 
altered to match the density of water. The strength of this material ensured it behaved like 
a rigid body, although the sound speed through the rigid block was an order of magnitude 
higher than the sound speed in water. Figure 4.39 shows the results for the water-filled 
container, rigid container and rigid side-wall simulations for four geometries. For the rigid 
containers there is minimal difference between the four geometries evaluated, but the 
water-filled containers provide significantly more mitigation when a taller container is 
used. Confinement of the water resulted in significantly higher deformation. This confirms 
that spreading is a key mechanism by which the water reduces the momentum transferred 
and hence the deformation of the target. The results also indicate that spreading became 
more influential for the taller and narrower containers. This finding is consistent with the 
comparisons between the water-filled containers and the rigid container. However, the 
confined water simulations typically produced significantly higher deformations than the 
Arrival of detonation 
products at mitigant 
 at mitigant 
Arrival of the air 
shock 
 at mitigant 
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rigid body cases. This may have been due to the increased levels of confinement of the 
detonation products due to the rigid container wall. Also the confinement of the water for 
longer periods leads to the ability to observe more loading phases on the target due to 
cavitation bubble formation and collapse.  
 
 
Figure 4.39  Peak dynamic deformation of a 10 mm steel target shielded by a  
   water-filled container; rigid body of equivalent size and mass as the  
   water-filled container, and steel plate of equivalent areal density. The  effects of 
   the mitigants are compared for four different container  geometries.  
 
An analysis of the reason for the dependence of the container geometry on the influence of 
spreading was conducted by interrogating the velocity vector fields within the water-filled 
containers for a range of setups. Figure 4.40 presents the calculated velocity vectors within 
a 150 mm radius and 200 mm high water-filled container at two time-steps. In  
Figure 4.40a, the pressure wave is initially shown at 0.15 ms post-detonation, at which 
point it has propagated ~60 mm into the water-filled container. At this time, 
approximately the central 25% of the fluid behind the wave front shows no radial 
component in the velocity vector. In Figure 4.40b, the pressure wave is shown at 0.20 ms as 
it arrives at the surface of the target plate. The percentage of water with no radial 
component in the velocity vector is calculated to be minimal at this time. At the edge of the 
container, the water is moving almost fully radially, highlighting the spreading. The 
spreading effect is more pronounced for the taller containers as the radial component of 
velocity is higher closer to the centre of the container. The influence of spreading was also 
found to be reduced when the container was wider due to the confinement. At each 
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location within the container, the water in the wider container has a greater mass of water 
confining the radial motion of the water. 
 
 
Figure 4.40 Velocity vectors within a 200 mm high water-filled container at 0.15 ms (left) and 
   0.20 ms (right) post-detonation. The vectors to the left  of the dashed black line in 
   each image have an observable radial component.    
 
4.5.9 Summary of Blast Mitigation Mechanisms  
A summary of the blast mitigation mechanisms which have been identified by numerical 
simulations as influencing the momentum transferred to a steel plate protected by a  
water-filled container and subjected to near-field blast loading is provided in Figure 4.41. 
The influence of the mechanisms is quantified in terms of an impulse scaling factor for 
three container heights. As the effect of spreading on momentum was not quantified 
directly, it is left as unquantified in the analysis. The unquantified mechanisms were 
calculated by comparing the change in momentum calculated from the stand-off, 
shadowing, mass and rarefaction wave mechanisms with the water-filled container 
simulation results. The unquantified mechanisms were found to have a greater effect as 
the height increases, which is consistent with the spreading mechanism.  
 
The water-filled containers were found to not only change the momentum transferred to 
the target but also the spatial distribution of the loading. To assess whether the spatial 
distribution (rather than the magnitude of the momentum transferred) had a significant 
effect on the target deformation, a comparison was made between the percentage 
reduction in target deformation and the percentage reduction in momentum transferred to 
the target for three container heights (Figure 4.42). The results indicate that the reduction 
in deformation is consistent with the reduction in momentum transferred. This indicates 
that reducing the momentum transferred has a larger influence than changing the spatial 
distribution of loading. 
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Figure 4.41 The relative influence of mechanisms that affect momentum transfer to a steel  
   plate subject to a near-field blast and shielded by a water-filled container. Results 
   are provided for three container heights, all with radii of 150 mm.   
 
 
Figure 4.42 Comparison between scaling factors for momentum transfer and deformation.  
   Results are provided for three container heights, all with radii of 150 mm.   
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4.6  Summary 
This chapter described an experimental and numerical investigation into the effect of 
container geometry on the blast mitigation provided by quadrangular-shaped water-filled 
containers. The experiments highlighted the importance of the container geometry. The 
best performing water-filled container provided a 65% reduction in the peak dynamic 
deformation of a 10 mm thick steel target, which is more than twice that provided by an 
applique steel panel of the same areal density and surface area. The experiments also 
proved that increasing the container height (added mass) resulted in enhanced blast 
mitigation, although increasing the surface area of the container (added mass) reduced the 
mitigation effect. Not only did this demonstrate the potential for using water-filled 
containers as part of a blast protection system for armoured vehicles, but it also 
highlighted that such a system needs to be carefully designed and integrated given the 
complexity associated with the geometric influence on the amount of blast mitigation.  
 
Validated 2D numerical simulations were used to determine and quantify the physical 
mechanisms responsible for the blast mitigation. The key mitigation mechanisms were 
identified to be shadowing, mass and spreading. There was a notable trade-off in 
enhancing these mechanisms by increasing the height of the container, with the increased 
loading to the container caused by the reduction in stand-off distance to the explosive 
charge.  
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Chapter 5 – Optimisation of Container Geometry 
Abstract 
This chapter describes a numerical investigation into the optimum container size for 
cylindrical/quadrangular-shaped containers together with a combined experimental and 
numerical modelling investigation into the blast mitigation provided by water-filled 
containers with novel geometries. To evaluate the optimum container dimensions, 
simulations were performed using containers with a range of heights and widths. The 
container with a height of 300 mm and a radius of 125 mm provided the best performance 
in terms of reducing the peak deformation. Further analysis indicated that containers with 
a lower mass provided more efficient protection per kg of water. The taller and narrower 
containers which maximise the shadowing and spreading mechanisms provided the most 
efficient mitigation.  
 
Experiments were conducted with a range of novel container shapes including a cone, 
inverted cone, diamond and mushroom. In addition to these container shapes, an array of 
water bottles known as a kinetic energy defeat device (KEDD) was evaluated. The models 
were found to provide adequate predictions for the novel container shapes and were used 
to isolate differences between the target loading for each container type. The best 
performing novel shapes were the mushroom and inverted cone-shaped containers, which 
enhance the spreading mitigation mechanism. However, the mushroom shaped container 
was the only container able to provide better efficiency than the most efficient 
quadrangular container.  
 
5.1  Aims and Objectives 
This chapter documents an investigation into the optimisation of the geometry for  
water-filled containers to maximise near-field blast mitigation. The key aims were: 
 
1. To optimise the design of cylindrical/quadrangular water-filled containers for the test 
conditions used in this investigation.   
 
2. To determine the container shape that maximises blast protection for the test conditions 
used in this investigation.  
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5.2  Optimisation of Cylindrical/Quadrangular Water-Filled Containers 
An analysis of the mitigation mechanisms presented in Chapter 4 revealed that there were  
trade-offs for different water container geometries for blast mitigation. Increasing the 
container height was shown to enhance the effects of mass, shadowing and spreading, but 
this effect can be offset by the increase in loading due to the reduced stand-off distance to 
the charge. Increasing the width of the container was shown to enhance the effect of mass, 
but this is offset by a reduction in shadowing and spreading as well as an increase in 
loading from the stand-off reduction. For the container geometries evaluated in Chapter 4, 
increasing the width of the container resulted in a reduction in the blast mitigation 
provided. Given the trade-off between the mechanisms and the fact that an infinitely small 
container would provide no mitigation, there should be an optimum width for a given 
height of container. This section describes a numerical modelling investigation into the 
optimum cylindrical/quadrangular container geometry for near-field blast mitigation. The 
numerical models used cylindrical containers, but as shown in Chapter 4, these results can 
be extended to describe the results from quadrangular containers.  
 
The numerical model setup used for this investigation was described in Chapter 3. The 
models for the various shaped water-filled containers used the same materials described in 
Chapter 3, and the Euler domain was filled to account for the container shape in each 
simulation. Simulations were performed at a range of container heights (100, 150, 200 and 
300 mm) and for a range of container radii (75,  100,  125, 150, 175 and 200 mm). The results 
of this analysis are shown in Figure 5.1 and indicate that for a given height of container, 
there is an optimum radius that maximises the reduction in the peak centre-point 
deformation of the steel target plate. For the 100 and 150 mm high containers, the greatest 
mitigation is provided by the container with a radius of 150 mm. For the 200 and 300 mm 
high containers the greatest mitigation is provided by the containers with a radius of  
125 mm. This result highlights the trade-off in mitigation mechanisms and confirms that 
increasing the mass of the water-filled container does not always result in enhanced blast 
protection. The best performing container is the 300 mm high container with a radius of 
125 mm, which provided a 65% reduction in the peak centre-point deformation of the steel 
target plate. An almost identical container size (300 mm high and radius of  
123 mm) was assessed using both experiments and numerical simulations in Chapter 4.  
 
Whilst the total reduction in deformation is important, the efficiency of the protection 
system on a mass basis is also a major consideration. The efficiency of the container was 
described by the percentage reduction in peak deformation from the baseline condition, 
per kilogram of water. This assessment is presented in Figure 5.2. The results show that up 
to a container radius of 100 mm, the 200 and 300 mm high containers provide the best 
efficiency. However, at larger container radii the shorter containers are more efficient. This 
is due to the non-linear effect of the mitigant mass. The most efficient container was found 
to be the 300 mm high container with a radius of 75 mm. It provided a 7.2% reduction in 
deformation per kg of water. For comparison, the container which provided the greatest 
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reduction in deformation resulted in a 4.4% reduction in deformation per kg of water and 
the best performing steel applique only provided a 2.0% reduction in deformation per kg 
of steel.  
 
 
Figure 5.1 Evaluation of the peak centre-point deformation for a range of container  
   geometries. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.2 Evaluation of the mitigation efficiency for a range of container geometries. 
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As the blast mitigation efficiency is partially determined by the mass of the water, a 
further evaluation was conducted to assess the most efficient container for a given mass of 
water. As the containers did not have an identical mass, they were grouped into mass 
classes of 5, 10, 15 and 20 kg. It should be noted that the efficiency measure was calculated 
using the actual mass of water and not the mass class. Figure 5.3 presents the numerical 
results from the analysis, and shows that the taller and narrower containers provide more 
efficient blast mitigation, for a given mass of water. This result is consistent with the 
analysis of the blast mitigation mechanisms in Chapter 4, as the shadowing and spreading 
mechanisms were enhanced by using taller and narrower containers. The results also 
indicate that up to a container height of at least 300 mm, the enhancement of these 
mechanisms is providing a greater influence than the stand-off reduction which increases 
the loading on the container. The results presented in Figure 5.3 can be used to compare 
the blast protection efficiency provided by the novel container geometries evaluated in the 
following sections. 
 
 
Figure 5.3 Evaluation of the mitigation efficiency for a range of container geometries.  
   Results are grouped into mass classes for a given container height.   
 
 
5.3  Experimental Methodology and Modelling Predictions 
A detailed description of the baseline experimental methodology was provided in  
Section 3.1.3. In this experimental series, five novel container geometries were compared 
to the best performing quadrangular container geometry from the experiments described 
in Chapter 4. 
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5.3.1 Effect of Mechanisms and Container Design Methodology 
When designing novel container shapes, the intention was to exploit the shadowing and 
spreading mitigation mechanisms while minimising the mass of the water that was used. 
In addition to these mechanisms, the role of deflecting the blast wave using an angled 
container was also considered. This approach is analogous to the v-shaped hull which has 
been proven to reduce the momentum transferred to armoured vehicles from buried IEDs 
and landmines [4, 59].  
 
Based on these mechanisms, a variety of container shapes were assessed in terms of their 
ability to reduce the deformation of a steel target plate using validated numerical 
simulations. The preliminary simulations used the same modelling conditions described in 
Chapter 3 with a 10 mm thick steel target plate. This section describes the container 
geometries that were selected for experimental testing based on the results of this 
preliminary study. As the validated numerical model uses 2D axial symmetry, the 
containers were designed to have the same symmetry condition.  
 
5.3.2 Cone 
A cone is a 2D axisymmetric representation of a v-shaped hull, and as such was 
considered in the preliminary modelling study. The height and width of the cone was kept 
consistent with the quadrangular container geometries that were shown to provide 
excellent blast mitigation. Figure 5.4 shows the design of the cone used in the experiments. 
A comparison between the predicted centre-point deformation-time histories for the  
cone-shaped container, the baseline test condition, the quadrangular container providing 
the lowest deformation, and a quadrangular container with a similar mass to the cone-
shaped container is shown in Figure 5.5. The models predict that the cone-shaped 
container will provide no improvement in mitigation over the quadrangular container and 
actually cause more deformation of the target than the baseline case. The centre-point 
velocity of the target for the cone shaped container was calculated to be lower than the 
other containers up to 0.4 ms, when there was a significant increase in the centre-point 
velocity.  
 
The numerical simulations were interrogated to identify the cause of the additional target 
deformation using the cone-shaped container. Figure 5.6 shows that the detonation 
products initially deform the target at the edge of the cone-shaped container. As the 
detonation products wrap around the container, they confine the spreading of the water. 
The cone of water then inverts into a jet at the centre of the target. This effect is similar to 
what occurs with a shaped charge where a cone-shaped liner is inverted. Whilst this 
geometry did not provide any blast mitigation, it was selected as one of the geometries to 
be evaluated experimentally to show whether the model was accurately predicting the 
effect shown in Figure 5.6.  
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Figure 5.4 Cone-shaped container used in experiments.  
 
 
 
Figure 5.5 Comparison of the predicted centre-point deformation-time histories for the  
   cone-shaped container, the quadrangular container providing the lowest  
   deformation, a quadrangular container with an equivalent mass to the  
   cone-shaped container, and the baseline condition. Note: r is container   
   radius and h is container height in mm. 
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Figure 5.6 Loading and deformation behaviour of steel target with a cone-shaped container. 
   a) Initial loading on target plate (0.16 ms). 
   b) Initial deformation at the outer edge of the target plate (0.3 ms). 
   c) Confinement of water leads to inversion of cone (0.5 ms). 
   d) Confinement of water has created a water jet (1 ms). 
 
5.3.3 Inverted Cone 
The concept behind using an inverted cone-shaped container was to take advantage of the 
shadowing and spreading mitigation mechanisms at a reduced mass when compared with 
the quadrangular container that provides the lowest deformation. The inverted cone was 
expected to present a large surface area to the detonation products with minimal contact at 
the target, thereby creating a large shadow region. By having most of the water mass at a 
stand-off from the target plate it was also expected to enhance the spreading mechanism. 
(a) (b) 
(c) (d) 
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The design of the inverted cone is shown in Figure 5.7. A comparison between the 
predicted centre-point deformation-time histories of the inverted cone, the quadrangular 
container providing the lowest deformation and a quadrangular container of similar mass 
is shown in Figure 5.8. The inverted cone was predicted to perform well on a mass basis. 
As such, the inverted cone was selected for evaluation in the experimental series.  
 
 
Figure 5.7 (Left) Inverted cone-shaped container used in experiments.  
   (Right) 2D schematic indicating the container dimensions. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.8 Comparison of the predicted deformation-time histories for the inverted  
   cone-shaped container, the quadrangular container providing the lowest  
   deformation, and a quadrangular container of similar mass. Note: r is the  
   container radius and h is the container height in mm. 
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5.3.4 Diamond  
The diamond-shaped container (shown in Figure 5.9) was a design concept to combine the 
blast mitigation mechanisms of the inverted cone-shaped container (shadowing and 
spreading) with the potential reduction in momentum transfer caused by angling the 
surface of the container to the incident shock wave and detonation products. A 
comparison between the predicted centre-point deformation-time histories of the 
diamond-shaped container and the quadrangular container providing the lowest 
deformation is shown in Figure 5.10. The results indicated that the performance of the two 
containers was similar when the lower mass of the diamond-shaped container is 
considered. The diamond-shaped container was evaluated experimentally as an additional 
model validation data point.   
 
 
Figure 5.9 (Left) Diamond-shaped container used in experiments.  
   (Right) 2D schematic indicating the container dimensions. 
 
Figure 5.10 Comparison of the predicted deformation-time histories for the  
   diamond-shaped container and the quadrangular container providing the 
   lowest deformation. Note: r is the container radius and h is the container  
   height 
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5.3.5 Mushroom 
The mushroom-shaped container (shown in Figure 5.11) design was intended to maintain 
the shadowing and spreading effects of the quadrangular container providing the lowest 
deformation (300 mm high, 123 mm radius) at a reduced mass to improve the efficiency of 
the blast protection. This was based on the analysis presented in Chapter 4 that indicated 
that there were diminishing benefits in terms of adding mass on the blast mitigation 
provided. The preliminary numerical simulations shown in Figure 5.12, predicted that 
mushroom-shaped container would significantly increase the efficiency of the blast 
protection. As such, it was selected for evaluation in the experimental series. 
 
 
Figure 5.11 (Left) Mushroom-shaped container used in experiments.  
   (Right) 2D schematic indicating the container dimensions. 
 
 
Figure 5.12 Comparison of the predicted deformation-time histories for the  
   mushroom-shaped container, the quadrangular container providing the  lowest  
   deformation and a quadrangular container of similar mass. Note: r is the container 
   radius and h is the container height in mm. 
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5.3.6 Kinetic Energy Defeat Device (KEDD) 
Wolfson [97] investigated the use of a kinetic energy defeat device (KEDD) that consisted 
of an arrangement of water-filled cylinders that were designed to enhance the spreading 
mitigation mechanism and reduce the loading transferred to the steel target. This concept 
was replicated in this investigation through the use of a series of 1.5 L water-filled bottles 
that were placed in the arrangement shown in Figure 5.13. The bottles have a near-
cylindrical shape. The arrangement shows that the bottom layer of three bottles is stood-
off from the plate by 50 mm, with a top layer consisting of four water bottles. The larger 
number of bottles was placed on the top to create an inverted v-shape. This geometry is 
similar to the inverted cone-shaped container, which was shown to be beneficial in the 
preliminary simulations.  
 
 
Figure 5.13 KEDD setup used in experiments. 
 
5.3.7 Experimental Sequence 
A full list of the experiments conducted as part of the investigation into novel container 
shapes is shown in Table 5.1. There were some issues with the diamond-shaped container 
experiments where the containers were found to leak and were not completely full when 
the test was conducted. The effect of this leaking is described later. The thickness of the 
steel target plates used in these experiments was on average 9.7 mm. This was slightly 
thinner than the plates used in the experiments described in Chapter 4. The reason for the 
differences in plate thickness between experimental series is the tolerances in the thickness 
of the steel grade used.  
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Table 5.1 List of experiments.  
Experiment 
Number 
Container Shape LDT Used Notes 
1 Baseline Yes 
 
2 Baseline Yes 
 
3 300 mm High Quad Yes 
 
4 300 mm High Quad Yes 
 
5 Cone Yes Only partial recording 
6 Cone Yes 
 
7 Inverted Cone Yes 
 
8 Inverted Cone Yes 
 
9 Diamond Yes Small leak in container 
10 Diamond Yes 
Small leak in container  
(No data captured) 
11 Diamond Yes Larger leak in container 
12 Mushroom Yes 
 
13 Mushroom Yes 
 
14 KEDD Yes 
 
15 KEDD Yes 
 
 
 
5.4  Experimental Results 
The full list of experimental results is given in Table 5.2, and the average peak dynamic 
deformation results for each container type are compared in Figure 5.14. The variability of 
the experimental setup for a given test condition was assessed by calculating the relative 
error. The relative error was defined as the percentage difference between the minimum 
and maximum values for target deformation for a given test condition. The relative error 
between the repeated experiments was large due to the scatter in the results for the 
diamond-shaped containers. For the permanent deformation, the maximum relative error 
was 55% with the diamond-shaped containers, but only 16% when they were excluded 
from the calculation. Similarly, for the dynamic deformation, the maximum relative error 
was 35% with the diamond-shaped containers, while it was only 9% when they were 
excluded from the calculation. This indicated the tests were relatively consistent, except 
for the diamond-shaped containers where water leakage was observed during the test 
program. In one test, a small leak was found in the diamond-shaped container with water 
dripping slowly from the container. In the other test using the diamond-shaped container, 
a slightly larger leak was found. Given it takes 10-20 minutes to setup and initiate the 
explosive, this resulted in an unquantified loss of water from the containers.  
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The results indicate that the 300 mm high quadrangular container provided the greatest 
reduction in dynamic deformation, with a 70% reduction when compared to the baseline 
condition. The worst performing container shape was the cone, which (as predicted) 
provided no blast mitigation. The inverted cone and mushroom-shaped containers both 
performed well with reductions in dynamic deformation of approximately 50% and 60% 
respectively. The KEDD design provided an approximately 45% reduction in dynamic 
deformation, but was slightly heavier than the inverted cone and mushroom-shaped 
containers. The mass efficiencies of the containers are shown in Figure 5.15. The 
mushroom-shaped container provided the best efficiency and these results are further 
discussed in the following sections.  
 
Table 5.2 Experimental results for all test conditions. Note: NR is used to indicate   
   experiments where the dynamic deformation was not recorded. 
Exp. 
Num. 
Container Shape 
Water 
Mass 
(kg) 
Permanent 
Deformation 
(mm) 
%  
Reduction 
in Baseline 
Dynamic 
Deformation 
(mm) 
% 
Reduction 
in Baseline 
1 Baseline 0 121 NA 129 NA 
2 Baseline 0 118 NA 129 NA 
3 300 mm High Quad 14.3 21 82 41 69 
4 300 mm High Quad 14.3 23 81 39 70 
5 Cone 7.1 130 -8 NR NA 
6 Cone 7.1 125 -4 131 -2 
7 Inverted Cone 6.8 52 57 65 50 
8 Inverted Cone 6.8 55 54 68 47 
9 Diamond <12.5 37 69 NR NA 
10 Diamond <12.5 48 60 60 54 
11 Diamond <12.5 64 46 81 38 
12 Mushroom 6.8 29 76 47 64 
13 Mushroom 6.8 34 72 51 60 
14 KEDD 9 63 47 76 41 
15 KEDD 9 57 53 72 45 
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Figure 5.14 Comparison of averaged dynamic deformation results for each container  
   shape. Error bars represent the relative error calculated for    
   each test setup. 
 
Figure 5.15 Comparison of the efficiency of the mitigation provided in terms of the percentage 
   reduction in deformation per kg of water for each container shape. 
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The deformation-time histories for the different container shapes are shown in  
Figures 5.16-5.18. Whilst the peak deformation for the baseline and cone-shaped container 
tests was similar, there is a significant difference in the deformation-time history  
(Figure 5.16). The cone-shaped container produces a lower initial velocity at the  
centre-point of the target until a time of ~0.35 ms when compared to the baseline 
condition, followed by an increase in velocity. The time to peak deformation was found to 
be shorter for the cone-shaped container (0.9 ms) than the baseline (1.1 ms), although 
minimal additional deformation of the baseline condition occurred after 0.8 ms.  
 
 
Figure 5.16 Deformation-time histories for the baseline test condition and cone-shaped  
   container. 
 
Figure 5.17 shows that the inverted cone and mushroom-shaped containers induce a 
similar target response until a time of 0.5 ms, after which higher plate velocities occurred 
for the inverted cone-shaped container test condition. The time to peak deformation was 
measured to be slightly shorter for the mushroom-shaped container (1.1 ms) compared to 
the inverted cone-shaped container (1.3 ms), although minimal deformation of the baseline 
condition occurred after 1 ms. The 300 mm high quadrangular container induced a higher 
initial target velocity but the initial peak deformation occurred at 0.7 ms, which coincided 
with a plateau in the plate deformation until ~1.2 ms. A second loading phase was 
observed at ~1.2 ms, which as described in Chapter 4 is due to the collapse of cavitation 
bubbles. The time to peak deformation of the 300 mm quadrangular container was 
measured to be ~1.3 ms. 
 
Figure 5.18 shows that the KEDD induces significantly lower initial plate velocity than the  
diamond-shaped container until ~0.3 ms. After which there is a significant increase in 
loading for the KEDD resulting in high plate velocities up to 0.8 ms. The increase in 
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velocity is likely caused by the 50 mm air-gap between the water containers and the plate. 
This will result in the water loading the target at a later time than the containers in contact 
with the target plate. The effect of a stand-off between the target and water-filled 
containers is further evaluated in Chapter 7. The time to peak deformation for the KEDD 
was ~1.4 ms. Whilst there were significant differences (scatter) in the results for the 
diamond-shaped container, there was a common feature in the target response at ~0.4 ms, 
where the deformation plateau’s briefly increased again. The time to peak deformation for 
the diamond-shaped containers was also ~1.4 ms.  
 
 
Figure 5.17 Deformation-time histories for the 300 mm high quadrangular, mushroom  
   and inverted cone-shaped containers.  
 
 
Figure 5.18 Deformation-time histories for the KEDD and diamond-shaped containers. 
Lower initial plate velocity for KEDD 
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5.5  Numerical Simulations 
The numerical modelling predictions for the different container shapes are compared to 
the experimental results in terms of the peak centre-point target deformation in Table 5.3. 
All container shapes were modelled except the KEDD which could not be accurately 
analysed using a 2D axisymmetric model. The results show that the models provided a 
reasonable prediction for the majority of the container shapes, with the deformation 
predicted to within 22%. Although this value is higher than ideal for model validation, 
when the percentage reduction from the baseline case is compared between the model and 
the experiment, all predictions are within 5% except for the cone and diamond-shaped 
containers. The model of the cone-shaped container over-predicted the deformation, and 
this is further discussed in Section 5.6.1. The diamond-shaped container was found to leak 
in the experiments which affected the results as noted by the under-prediction of 
deformation by the model. This is further discussed in Section 5.6.3.  
 
Table 5.3 Comparison between numerical model predictions and experimental results for  
   the different container shapes. Note: The experimental results are the average of 
   multiple tests except for the diamond-shaped container  where the lower  
   deformation was used due to excessive leakage in the alternate test. 
Container 
Shape 
Deformation 
(Exp) 
Deformation 
(Mod) 
% 
Difference 
(Exp vs 
Mod) 
% 
Reduction 
from 
baseline 
(Exp) 
% 
Reduction 
from 
baseline 
(Mod) 
Difference 
in % 
Reduction  
(Exp vs 
Mod) 
Baseline 129 133 3 NA NA NA 
300 mm 
High Quad 
40 46 16 69 65 -4 
Cone 131 160 22 -2 -20 -19 
Inverted 
Cone 
66 74 12 49 44 -4 
Diamond 60 50 -17 54 63 9 
Mushroom 49 55 12 62 59 -3 
 
A comparison between the experimental and numerical deformation-time histories for the 
novel container shapes is shown in Figures 5.19 and 5.20. The models were able to capture 
the trends in the target response accurately (E.g. the slope of the curves) for the cone, 
inverted cone and mushroom-shaped containers, although the peak deformation for the 
cone was over-predicted. This implies that they are correctly capturing the physics of the 
loading and the target response, although further analysis is required to evaluate why the 
deformation from the cone-shaped container was over-predicted. For the diamond-shaped 
container there was a clear difference between the experimental and numerical results, 
which is further discussed in Section 5.6.3.  
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Figure 5.19 Comparison between the experimental and numerical deformation-time  
   histories for the cone and inverted cone-shaped containers.  
 
 
Figure 5.20 Comparison between the experimental and numerical deformation-time  
   histories for the mushroom and diamond-shaped containers.  
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5.6  Container Shape Analysis 
5.6.1 Cone 
The numerical model of the cone-shaped container over-predicted the peak central 
deformation by 22%. An analysis of the numerical model indicated that the confinement of 
the water by the detonation products resulted in an inversion of the cone and formation of 
a water jet. One difference between the experiment and the model was the protrusion of 
the filling cap on the container. In order to assess the effect of a protrusion, an additional 
simulation was run with a small protrusion of water. A comparison in the  
deformation-time histories of the cone-shaped container with and without the protrusion 
is shown in Figure 5.21, and it indicates that the protrusion provides a 50% reduction in 
the deformation from the original cone shaped container. Figure 5.22 provides an 
explanation for this reduction, as the detonation products are shown to deflect away from 
the container, reducing the confinement. Whilst there is still some jetting of the water, it is 
significantly less than shown in Figure 5.6 for the cone-shaped container. It should be 
noted that as the model had 2D axial symmetry the protrusion was present around the 
entire container, which is different to the cap in the experiment. However, this evaluation 
does suggest that the cap may have contributed to the differences between the model and 
experiment.  
 
 
Figure 5.21 Comparison between the predicted deformation-time histories of the  
   cone-shaped container with and without a protrusion. 
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Figure 5.22 Loading and deformation behaviour of steel target with a cone-shaped  container 
   with a protrusion (a-d) and without a protrusion (e-h) at different times post  
   detonation.  
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
Protrusion 
(e) 
(f) 
0.08 ms 
0.15 ms 
(g) 
(h) 
0.6 ms 
1.0 ms 
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In order to further analyse the target loading from the cone-shaped container with and 
without the protrusion, the flying ring technique was used. The results are presented in 
Figure 5.23 and show that the momentum transferred to the target directly below the 
container was up to 60% lower than the baseline condition. This indicates that the jetting 
of the water at the centre of the target was not responsible for the high deformations. The 
loading on the rings outside the container were calculated to be up to 125% higher than 
the baseline. This suggests that the deflected detonation products maintain their energy 
and provide a higher loading at the edge of the container, where they interact with the 
plate. When a protrusion is added to the container, there is a significant reduction in the 
target loading within this region. The protrusion creates a small shadow region and the 
only section of the target that experiences higher loadings than the baseline is at a radial 
distance that corresponds to the edge of the EBD orifice. Hence the impact of these higher 
loadings does not translate into increased target deflection. The presence of the protrusion 
was shown to provide effective mitigation, although the efficiency of the protection was 
calculated to be lower than quadrangular containers with a similar mass.  
 
 
Figure 5.23 Comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for the cone-shaped container  
   with and without a protrusion. 
 
Below Container Outside Container 
High Loading 
Region 
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An analysis of the total momentum transferred to the target rings was conducted inclusive 
of the centreplate through Ring 11. This region was selected as it represents the maximum 
size of the orifice in the EBD. The cone-shaped container provided a 7% increase in 
momentum when compared to the baseline condition, while the deformable target 
simulations calculated a 20% increase in deformation. The cone-shaped container with a 
protrusion provided a reduction in momentum of 41% when compared to the baseline 
condition, while the deformable target simulations calculated a 39% reduction in 
deformation. 
  
The deflection of the detonation products resulted in high loadings on the target plate 
outside the container. In order to minimise this effect, two additional models were run 
with cone-shaped containers that extended to the edge of the EBD orifice (317 mm radius). 
The containers were 200 and 300 mm high and provided 52% and 62% reductions in the 
target plate deformation when compared to the baseline condition, respectively. Whilst 
these containers showed improved performance, they were heavy and their mass 
efficiency was significantly lower than the quadrangular containers.   
 
5.6.2 Inverted Cone 
The inverted cone-shaped container was found to be efficient in providing protection, with 
a 7.3% reduction in target deformation per kilogram of water. This was similar to the  
300 mm high quadrangular container in the same mass class. The computed responses of 
the inverted cone-shaped container and steel target are shown in Figure 5.24. There is a 
spreading of the fluid due to the container shape and formation of a shadow region. The 
loading also results in the formation of cavitation bubbles below the main body of water. 
At 0.6 ms, there is a collapse of the void created by the cavitation bubbles resulting in 
significant loading on the target. This corresponds to the major loading phase for the 
inverted cone-shaped container, as found in both the experiments and the simulations 
(Figure 5.19). 
 
Figure 5.25 presents a comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for the inverted 
cone-shaped container and the quadrangular container providing the lowest deformation. 
At the centreplate of the target the quadrangular container outperforms the inverted cone-
shaped container due to its greater height of water (300 mm vs 200 mm). For rings 1 and 2, 
the inverted cone-shaped container provides a similar reduction in the momentum 
transferred, which is likely due to an enhanced spreading effect caused by the shape of 
this container. However, at greater radial distances the quadrangular container 
significantly outperforms the inverted cone-shaped container. This is due to its greater 
mass of water for the inner rings (rings 3-5) and then its larger shadow region due to its 
greater height for the outer rings (ring 6 onwards).  
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Figure 5.24 Loading and deformation behaviour of steel target with an inverted cone  
   shaped container. a) 0.15 ms  b) 0.3 ms c) 0.5 ms d) 0.72 ms 
 
An analysis of the total momentum transferred to the target rings was conducted inclusive 
of the centreplate through Ring 11. This region was selected as it represents the maximum 
size of the EBD orifice. The inverted cone-shaped container provided a 36% reduction in 
momentum when compared to the baseline condition, while the deformable target 
simulations calculated a 42% reduction in the centre-point deformation.  
 
Given the efficiency shown for the inverted cone-shaped container, an additional 
simulation was performed using a modified container design in order to enhance the 
protection by increasing the container height. The height of the container was 300 mm, the 
top radius was 150 mm and the bottom radius was 50 mm. This new design for the 
inverted cone-shaped container improved the blast mitigation over the original container 
design. However, the increased mass of water resulted in a lower mitigation efficiency 
than the original design. 
(a) (b) 
(c) (d) 
Shadow Region 
Cavitation 
formation 
Water Spreading Cavitation 
closure 
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Figure 5.25 Comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for the inverted  
   cone-shaped container and the quadrangular container with a radius of  
   123 mm and a height of 300 mm. 
 
5.6.3 Diamond 
There was significant scatter in the experimental results for the diamond-shaped 
containers. As this was thought to be due to the leaks from the containers, two additional 
simulations were performed to evaluate the role of different fill levels on the mitigation 
provided. In these simulations the top 60 mm and 90 mm were removed from the 
container; this represented losses in water of 400 ml and 1400 ml, respectively. A 
comparison of the experimental and numerical results is shown in Figure 5.26. The model 
with the top 90 mm of water removed results in a very similar deformation-time history to 
the experiment with the large leak in the container. The model with the top 60 mm 
removed resulted in similar peak deformations as the experiment with a small leak, 
although some differences are observed in the deformation-time history. These results 
indicate that it is likely the scatter in the experimental data and the poor correlation 
between the experiments and models for the diamond-shaped container was due to the 
leaks. Based on the models with a full container, it is likely that the diamond-shaped 
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container would have had a performance similar to the quadrangular container with the 
lowest deformation.  
 
 
Figure 5.26 Comparison between the centre-point deformation-time histories for the  
   diamond-shaped container with different fill levels as well as the experimental  
   results for the diamond-shaped container.  
 
The response of the diamond-shaped container and steel target are shown in Figure 5.27. 
There is a clear deflection of the detonation products due to the container shape and the 
formation of a shadow region. The loading also results in the formation of cavitation 
bubbles below the main body of water. At ~1.5 ms, there is a collapse of the void created 
by the cavitation bubbles and complete collapse occurs shortly afterward resulting in a 
significant loading on the target. This loading corresponds to an additional loading phase 
which was observed for the diamond-shaped container in the simulations (Figure 5.20). 
Whilst the experiments did not identify this additional loading phase, this is explained by 
the leaking of water. Figure 5.26 showed that there is no distinguishable additional 
loading phase for the diamond-shaped containers which were not full. Further analysis of 
these simulations indicated that the collapse of the cavitation bubbles occurred earlier 
when the containers were not full, providing a different structural response of the target. 
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Figure 5.27 Loading and deformation behaviour of steel target with a diamond-shaped  
   container. a) 0.16 ms  b) 0.4 ms c) 1.0 ms d) 1.6 ms. 
 
Figure 5.28 presents a comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for the  
diamond-shaped container and the quadrangular container with the lowest deformation. 
The diamond-shaped container provides less mitigation of the momentum transferred at 
all locations on the target. This suggests that the diamond-shaped container is unable to 
exploit any of the mitigation mechanisms in a manner superior to the quadrangular 
container.  
 
An analysis of the total momentum transferred to the target rings was conducted, 
inclusive of the centreplate through Ring 11. This region was selected as it represents the 
maximum size of the orifice in the EBD. The diamond-shaped container provided a 51% 
reduction in momentum when compared to the baseline condition, while the deformable 
target simulations calculated a 61% reduction in the centre-point deformation.  
(a) (b) 
(c) (d) 
Shadow Region Cavitation 
formation 
Cavitation 
closure 
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As the diamond-shaped container was wider than a number of the other containers, an 
additional simulation was performed to assess the effect of a diamond-shaped container 
with a maximum radius of 150 mm, while maintaining the same height and container base 
radius. The modified diamond-shaped had a water mass of 7 kg, which was lower than 
the 12.45 kg for the original diamond-shaped container. The modified container was 
predicted to have a higher deformation than the original container, but was more efficient 
per unit mass of water. However, the efficiency was below both the inverted cone-shaped 
container and the most efficient quadrangular container in the same mass class.  
 
 
 
Figure 5.28 Comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for the diamond-shaped  
   container and the quadrangular container with a radius of 123 mm and a height of 
   300 mm. 
 
5.6.4 Mushroom 
The mushroom-shaped container was found to be highly efficient in providing protection 
with a 9.1% reduction in target deformation per kilogram of water. This was superior to 
the best performing 300 mm high container in the same mass class. Numerical simulations 
of the mushroom-shaped container and steel target for increasing time increments 
following detonation are shown in Figure 5.29. Following formation of the shadow region 
due to the deflection of the detonation products, the overhanging region of the water is 
seen to form a jet and thereby loads the target at the edge of the EBD orifice. A significant 
part of the water then spreads radially away from the target. 
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Figure 5.29 Loading and deformation behaviour of steel target with a mushroom-shaped  
   container. a) 0.155 ms  b) 0.5 ms c) 1.0 ms 
 
Figure 5.30 presents a comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for the  
mushroom-shaped container and the quadrangular container providing the lowest 
deformation. The results indicate that directly below the base of the mushroom-shaped 
container, there is a greater reduction in the momentum transferred to the target than the 
quadrangular container. As both containers have the same height of water above the target 
in these locations, the modelling indicates that the improved performance is caused by the 
enhanced spreading provided by the mushroom-shaped container, which is narrower. The 
quadrangular container outperforms the mushroom-shaped container at larger radial 
distances from the target centre. In this region, the quadrangular container is providing 
mitigation through the mass and spreading mechanisms, while the mushroom-shaped 
container is only providing mitigation through shadowing. The spreading of the 
overhanging section of the mushroom-shaped container results in an isolated loading on 
ring 11 that is significantly higher than the baseline condition. However, ring 11 is at the 
edge of the deformable section of the target plate due to the EBD dimensions and does not 
significantly influence the deformation for the experimental setup used in this 
investigation. 
 
An analysis of the total momentum transferred to the target rings was conducted, 
inclusive of the centreplate through Ring 11. This region was selected as it represents the 
maximum size of the orifice in the EBD. The mushroom-shaped container provided a 47% 
(a) (b) (c) 
Shadow Region 
Water jetting 
from overhang 
Water spreading 
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reduction in momentum when compared to the baseline condition, while the deformable 
target simulations calculated a 57% reduction in the centre-point deformation.   
 
 
 
Figure 5.30 Comparison of the spatial distribution of loading for the mushroom-shaped  
   container and the quadrangular container with a radius of 123 mm and a height of 
   300 mm.  
 
Given the blast mitigation efficiency of the mushroom-shaped container, further 
simulations were run to assess some additional designs using the same principle to 
optimise the efficiency. The first series of simulations evaluated the width of the container 
base that was in contact with the plate. In these simulations the width at the top of the 
container was kept constant (123 mm) and the height was also fixed (300 mm). A 
schematic of these container designs is shown in Figure 5.31. Figure 5.32 provides a 
comparison between these different mushroom-shaped container designs. The simulations 
predict that a container base width of 100 mm would outperform the  
quadrangular-shaped container in terms of both the deformation reduction and efficiency 
(6.4% per kg of water). However, the original mushroom-shaped container (75 mm radius 
of container base) provides more efficient mitigation with an efficiency of 9.1% per kg of 
water. The second series of simulations evaluated the effect of adding the overhanging 
section to the top of the container while maintaining a constant radius for the base of the 
container (75 mm) and height (300 mm). Additional simulations were run with a top 
radius of 100, 150 and 175 mm to assess the effect on the deformable steel target. A 
schematic of these container designs is shown in Figure 5.33. Figure 5.34 provides a 
Loading from 
water jet 
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comparison of the centre-point deflection of the steel target for different sized  
mushroom-shaped containers. The results indicate that optimum mitigation is found for 
the containers with a top radius of 100 and 123 mm for this radius of container base. 
Larger top radii resulted in reductions in the mitigation provided by the container. An 
analysis of the simulations with the larger top radii indicated that jetting of the 
overhanging water impacted the plate closer to the target centre (Figure 5.35). Whilst the 
smaller top radii resulted in the jet impacting the plate at the edge of the EBD orifice, the 
larger top radii result in the jet impacting the plate within the EBD orifice resulting in 
higher deformations.  
 
 
Figure 5.31 Schematic of mushroom shaped containers with varying radii for the container  
   base. The container height is 300 mm and the top radius is 123 mm. (Not to scale) 
 
 
Figure 5.32 Effect of container base radius for mushroom-shaped containers. All   
   containers have a height of 300 mm and the top radius is 123 mm.  
 
r = 25 mm r = 50 mm r = 75 mm r = 100 mm 
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Figure 5.33 Schematic of mushroom shaped containers with varying radii for the top of the  
   container. The container height is 300 mm and the bottom radius is 75 mm.  
   (Not to scale) 
 
 
Figure 5.34 Effect of the top radius for mushroom-shaped containers. All containers  have a  
   height of 300 mm and the radius of the container base is 75 mm.  
r = 100 mm r = 123 mm r = 150 mm r = 175 mm 
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Figure 5.35 Comparison of jet impact point for mushroom-shaped containers with different 
   top radii. The container height is 300 mm and the radius of the container base is 
   75 mm. a) 123 mm top radius at 0.5 ms. b) 175 mm top radius at 0.45 ms.   
 
5.7  Summary 
This chapter described a numerical investigation into the optimum container size for a 
quadrangular container and a combined experimental and numerical investigation into the 
blast mitigation provided by water-filled containers with novel geometries. An analysis of 
the optimum container size indicated that a quadrangular container with a height of  
300 mm and a radius of 125 mm provided the best performance in terms of reducing the 
peak deformation of the steel target plate. Further analysis indicated that containers with a 
lower mass provided more efficient protection per kg of water. The taller and narrower 
containers which maximise the shadowing and spreading mechanisms provided the most 
efficient blast mitigation. 
  
A range of novel container geometries were evaluated experimentally and numerically, 
with the simulations shown to be able capture the experimental deformation with 
reasonable accurately. In cases where there were discrepancies, further analysis indicated 
the differences were likely due to either leaking containers (diamond-shaped container) or 
asymmetry in the container design (cone-shaped container). The most efficient designs 
were found to be the mushroom and inverted cone-shaped containers. These containers 
both enhanced the spreading mechanisms and provided a high level of blast mitigation 
with a minimal mass penalty. However, the mushroom-shaped container was the only 
container which was able to provide better efficiency than the best quadrangular 
container. 
Water jet impact 
at edge of EBD 
orifice 
Water jet impact 
within EBD 
orifice 
(a) (b) 
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Chapter 6 – Effect of Mitigant Type 
Abstract 
This chapter presents a combined experimental and numerical study into the effect of 
different fill materials (mitigants) placed inside containers on reducing the deformation of 
a steel target plate subjected to near-field blast loading. Six different mitigants were 
considered: bulk water, aerated water, sand, expanded polystyrene (EPS), a combination 
of EPS and water (½ EPS + ½ water), and shear thickening fluid (STF). Experimental blast 
testing revealed that the performance of the mitigants depended on their mass, with sand 
providing the best mitigation and EPS the worst for a given volume. Bulk water provided 
the greatest reduction of the peak deformation per unit of added mass. The mitigant 
material also had a significant effect on the deformation-time history of the steel plate. The 
sand and the ½ EPS + ½ water mitigants were found to significantly delay the arrival of 
the pressure wave at the target surface due to their compressibility and low sound speed. 
However, further analysis showed neither the peak pressure reduction nor the time delay 
was a significant contributor to reducing the peak plate deformation. The mass, 
shadowing and spreading mechanisms were found to be the major mitigation mechanisms 
for the different mitigant materials evaluated, although their influence varied for each 
material.  
 
Some of the research work in this chapter has been published in: 
 
1. H. Bornstein, S. Ryan and A. Mouritz, Blast mitigation with fluid containers: Effect of 
mitigant type, International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 113, pp. 106-117, 2018. 
 
 
6.1  Aims and Objectives 
This chapter documents an investigation into the influence of different mitigant materials 
on the near-field blast mitigation they provide when placed within containers. The key 
aims of the study were to: 
 
1. Identify the best-performing mitigant material to maximise the protection provided to a 
flat steel plate by an external container exposed to a near-field air blast.   
 
2. Develop a validated numerical model to predict target deformation for near-field blast 
loading events with each of the selected mitigants.  
 
3. Identify the importance of different loading and mitigation mechanisms responsible for 
blast mitigation when using each mitigant. 
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6.2  Experimental Setup 
A detailed description of the baseline experimental conditions was provided in Section 
3.1.3. The only change was the thickness of the steel target plate used in the experiments. 
The average thickness of the targets used in this investigation was 9.4 mm. The change 
occurred due to the tolerances in the specifications for the grade of steel being purchased. 
Five different mitigant types are compared to water in this experimental series. The five 
mitigants selected were aerated water, sand, expanded polystyrene (EPS), a combination 
of EPS (½ EPS + ½ water) and water, and a shear thickening fluid (STF). 
 
6.2.1 Selection of Aerated Water 
The investigation presented in Chapter 4 showed that water did not mitigate the blast 
loading by reducing the peak pressure exerted on the steel target. McCallum and 
Townsend [158] conducted a numerical investigation comparing aerated water and bulk 
water in terms of their ability to mitigate the pressure applied due to hydraulic ram. They 
found that aerated water could significantly reduce the pressure of a transmitted shock 
wave when compared to bulk water. Reducing the peak pressure at the target increases 
the duration of the loading, which according to the analytical models of Jones [39] for the 
dynamic response of plates, has the potential to reduce target deformation. As aerated 
water has the potential to reduce the peak pressure at the target surface it was selected as a 
mitigant in this investigation.  
 
In addition to the peak pressure modification, the soundspeed of aerated water with a 10% 
volume fraction of air is <50 m/s [113], which is much slower than that of bulk water (1500 
m/s). This reduction may enhance the blast mitigation effect provided by allowing the 
structural response from the initial loading on the plate, which occurs outside of the 
container, to dissipate prior to loading at the centre of the plate under the container. 
 
The aerated water container setup (without a lid) is shown in Figure 6.1. Aeration of the 
water was achieved using a HAILEA ACO 328 air compressor with a flow rate of  
70 L/min connected to air lines of ~10 m length to six Aqua Nova aquarium air stone 
walls. The air stone walls were attached to the bottom of the fluid container and spread 
across the surface to create a near-uniform distribution of bubbles through the water. 
However, the volume fraction of air in the water was not quantified. Prior to the 
experiment the top of the original container was placed back onto the aerated water 
container.   
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Figure 6.1 (Left) Aerated water setup (shown without a lid).  
   (Right) Schematic of air stone wall locations on the bottom surface inside the  
   aerated water container. 
 
6.2.2  Selection of Sand 
As discussed in Section 2.2.6, sand has been used as a mitigant material for a range of blast 
protection scenarios. An example is the work by Kirkpatrick et al. [81] and Homae et al. 
[102] who reported the benefits of using sand over water. They identified the effect of 
porosity within sand in reducing the peak incident pressure from an explosive event. Sand 
is a compressible medium and has the potential to reduce the peak pressure applied to the 
target which may in turn reduce the target deformation for a given blast loading condition. 
Sand is also denser than water and its additional mass for a given volume of container 
may provide advantages over water. As such, sand was selected as a mitigant for this 
investigation. 
  
The sand used during this investigation was dry (although the moisture content was not 
recorded) and had a density of 1.34 g/cm3, and thus a sound speed <265 m/s can be 
expected based on the work of Laine and Sandvik [159]. As was described for the aerated 
water, the reduction in sound speed when compared to water may increase the separation 
between the arrival of the shock wave on the target plate outside the container and the 
pressure wave directly below the container.  
 
6.2.3 Selection of Expanded Polystyrene (EPS) 
As discussed in Section 4.5.6, shadowing was identified as one of the key mechanisms by 
which water-filled containers mitigate blast loading. As the timeframe of the loading is 
short (less than 1.2 ms), the theory was to use EPS to take advantage of the shadowing 
mechanism using a mitigant with a significantly lower mass than water. The mass of the 
EPS-filled container was ~1.2 kg while the mass of the water-filled container was ~19.6 kg. 
Whilst there are potential advantages in this approach, the trade-off between shadowing, 
mitigant mass and stand-off needs to be considered. An H-grade EPS block (~0.024 g/cm3) 
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was used in the investigation, and had a compressive strength of 135 kPa at 10% strain 
based on a quasi-static loading condition [160]. The bottom of the container was removed 
to allow the EPS block to be bonded inside the container. Hence the top surface of the 
HDPE container interacted with the charge, but there was no HDPE container bottom in 
contact with the target. 
 
6.2.4 Selection of EPS and Water (½ EPS + ½ Water) 
Foam claddings are another protection technology that has been employed to mitigate 
blast loading in scenarios involving water. These foam claddings have been used in 
underwater blast to successfully reduce the impulse transferred to a target through the 
fluid-structure interaction (FSI) effect [128-130]. The FSI effect was analytically described 
by Taylor [127], and when a plate is subjected to shock loading in water the momentum 
transferred to the plate is influenced by the plate velocity. A higher plate velocity will 
result in a greater reduction in the momentum transferred to the target. Hence, the 
inclusion of a collapsible mitigant between the water and target plate, which deforms at 
high velocity, may provide additional mitigation due to the FSI effect. A combination of 
EPS and water (50/50 by volume) was used in an attempt to take advantage of the FSI 
effect. The top of the container was removed and the EPS block, which came halfway up 
the container, was bonded to the bottom of the container. After filling the top half of the 
container with water, the lid was taped to the top surface of the container. 
 
This combination of the EPS and water also had the potential to affect a number of other 
mitigation mechanisms. In a similar manner to the EPS, this combination offers the 
potential to create a shadowing effect with a reduced mass. Whilst there are potential 
advantages in this approach, the trade-off between shadowing, mitigant mass and  
stand-off needed to be considered. 
 
6.2.5 Selection of Shear Thickening Fluid 
Shear thickening fluid (STF) was selected to explore the effect of a higher density fluid and 
an increased viscosity on the blast mitigation provided to the target plate. The viscosity of 
the STF may limit cavitation, as the STF is expected to behave more like a solid rather than 
a liquid under high loading rates. Cavitation is generated due to the lack of tensile 
strength within a fluid; hence the use of a STF will affect the second loading phase on the 
target which was identified in Chapter 4 as being due to the collapse of cavitation bubbles. 
STF made from corn starch and water was used in these experiments, mixed by hand at a 
weight ratio of 1-to-1. The final density of the STF used was 1.1 g/cm3.   
 
6.2.6 Experimental Sequence 
In order to effectively assess the performance of the mitigants given the change of steel 
thickness from the previous experimental series, tests were conducted without any 
mitigant (baseline) and with water-filled containers. In this experimental series two 
  
145 
quadrangular container geometries were used for the mitigants. Both geometries had a 
length and width of 300 mm and heights of 100 mm or 200 mm. In addition to the 
mitigants already described, an evaluation was made with a 100 mm high  
water-filled container placed on top of an empty 100 mm high container. This setup was 
used to exploit the shadowing effect with a reduced mitigant mass when compared to a 
full 200 mm high container. A complete list of the experiments conducted in the 
investigation is given in Table 6.1.  
 
Table 6.1 List of experiments. Note: (partial) indicates that the LDT was  
  used, but only a partial record of the deformation-time history was recorded.  
Exp.  
Num. 
Fill Material/Mitigant 
Container Height 
(mm) 
LDT Used 
1 None (Baseline) NA Yes (partial) 
2 None (Baseline) NA Yes 
3 Water 200 Yes 
4 Sand 200 Yes 
5 Sand 200 Yes 
6 STF 200 Yes 
7 STF 200 Yes 
8 Aerated Water 200 Yes 
9 Aerated Water 200 Yes (partial) 
10 EPS + Water 200 Yes 
11 EPS 200 Yes (partial) 
12 EPS 200 Yes 
13 Water 100 Yes 
14 Sand 100 Yes 
15 Sand 100 No 
16 STF 100 Yes 
17 STF 100 No 
18 EPS 100 No 
19 EPS + Water 100 No 
20 Empty + Water (Top) 100 No 
 
6.3  Experimental Results 
The full list of experimental results is given in Table 6.2 and the average dynamic 
deformation results for each test condition are compared in Figure 6.2. The variability of 
the experimental setup for a given test condition was assessed by calculating the relative 
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error. The relative error was defined as the percentage difference between the minimum 
and maximum values for deformation of the steel target plate for a given test condition. A 
maximum relative error of 16% was calculated for the permanent deformation 
measurements. A maximum relative error of 7% was calculated from the dynamic 
deformation measurements, although fewer tests were repeated in which this 
measurement was recorded.  
 
The 200 mm high water-filled container provided a 54% reduction in the dynamic 
deformation when compared to the bare plate. This was consistent with the experiments 
described in Chapter 4, where a 51% reduction in dynamic deformation was measured for 
the same container size. Of the other mitigants evaluated only sand outperformed water in 
terms of reduced peak deformation; with an average reduction in dynamic deformation of 
59%. The STF and aerated water provided a similar performance to bulk water in terms of 
peak dynamic and permanent deformation, while the EPS was similar to the baseline test 
condition. The ½ EPS + ½ water container of 200 mm in height resulted in similar levels of 
mitigation to the 100 mm high water container and a 100 mm high water container that 
was placed on top of an empty 100 mm high container. Whilst the sand outperformed the 
water for a given size of container, the sand had a density that was 34% greater than 
water. Hence the water provides a greater level of protection per unit of added mass. As 
water is commonly carried on-board armoured vehicles, it has the added benefit of being 
available for use in a protection system without the need to add mass to the vehicle.   
 
 
Figure 6.2 Comparison of averaged peak centre-point deformation results for each  
  mitigant material and container size. Error bars represent the relative error  
  calculated for the test setup. 
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Table 6.2 Experimental results for all test conditions. Note: NR refers to tests where the 
 peak dynamic deformation was not recorded. 
Exp.  
Num. 
Mitigant 
Mitigant 
Height 
(mm) 
Peak 
Permanent 
Deformation 
(mm) 
% Reduction 
Permanent 
Deformation 
Peak Dynamic 
Deformation 
(mm) 
% Reduction 
Dynamic 
Deformation 
1 None NA 129 NA NR NA 
2 None NA 128 NA 136 NA 
3 Water 200 52 60 63 54 
4 Sand 200 45 65 54 61 
5 Sand 200 40 69 58 57 
6 STF 200 49 62 62 54 
7 STF 200 49 62 61 55 
8 
Aerated 
Water 
200 54 58 65 52 
9 
Aerated 
Water 
200 56 56 NR NR 
10 
½ EPS +  
½ Water 
200 81 37 92 32 
11 EPS 200 155 -21 NR NR 
12 EPS 200 132 -3 141 -4 
13 Water 100 80 38 91 33 
14 Sand 100 77 40 87 36 
15 Sand 100 75 41 NR NR 
16 STF 100 77 40 86 37 
17 STF 100 76 41 NR NR 
18 EPS 100 139 -8 NR NR 
19 
½ EPS +  
½ Water 
100 97 24 NR NR 
20 
Empty + 
Water 
(Top) 
200 81 37 NR NR 
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The average permanent deformation profiles of the plates are shown in Figure 6.3. These 
were measured by placing the plates back into the EBD and fixing a measuring rig onto 
the EBD. This rig allowed measurements to be made with a laser at multiple locations on 
the plate. There is no obvious qualitative distinction between the deformation profiles of 
the mitigant materials outside of peak deformation magnitude (that also results in 
increased stretching of the plates as they pull-through the EBD). The EBD slip boundary 
condition results in warping at the edges and boundary of the plate, leading to the 
negative values for permanent deformation shown at the plate edges in Figure 6.3. 
 
 
Figure 6.3 Averaged deformation profiles for each mitigant type and baseline test   
  condition. 
The centre-point deformation-time histories of the various test conditions are shown in  
Figures 6.4-6.6. A comparison between the water, aerated water and STF is shown in 
Figure 6.4, and indicates little difference between the mitigants. Figure 6.5 compares the 
water, sand and ½ EPS + ½ water mitigants, and shows that both the sand and ½ EPS + ½ 
water containers provided a delay in the loading at the centre of the plate, compared to 
water, due to the reduced sound speed of the mitigants. Figure 6.6 indicates that whilst the 
EPS delays the arrival of the loading at the plate centre when compared to the baseline, it 
is unable to reduce the peak deflection. As the deformation-time histories vary for each of 
the mitigants, this indicates that the mechanics involved in their response is varying, even 
if there may not be an observable difference in the peak deformation of the target. An 
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analysis of the mechanics involved with the loading and mitigation of each mechanism is 
conducted with the use of numerical simulations.  
 
 
Figure 6.4 Comparison of deformation-time histories for the baseline condition and  
200 mm high containers filled with water, aerated water or STF. 
 
 
Figure 6.5 Comparison of deformation-time histories for the 200 mm high containers filled 
with water, sand or EPS + water. 
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Figure 6.6 Comparison of deformation-time histories for the baseline test condition 
and the 200 mm high containers filled with water, EPS or EPS + water. 
 
6.4  Numerical Simulation Setup 
The numerical simulation setup used for this investigation was described in full in 
Chapter 3. The models for the various shaped water-filled containers used the same 
materials described in Chapter 3 and the Euler domain was filled to account for the 
container shape in each simulation. 
 
6.4.1  Aerated Water Material Model 
The aerated water was described using a P- EoS with a cavitation threshold for the failure 
criteria. As the volume fraction (VF) of air in the water was unknown, three material 
models (1%, 5% and 10% air) were generated for the aerated water and compared to the 
experimental results to select the most appropriate volume fraction. The initial sound 
speed for each of the aerated water models was calculated using the equations described 
by Grujicic et al. [113]. A sound speed of 120 m/s was used for the 1% VF model, 54 m/s 
for the 5% VF model and 40 m/s for the 10% VF model. The pressure at a density of  
1 g/cm3 was set to 4 MPa [158] for all three volume fractions, although the exponent of the 
P- model was varied to account for the differences in compression of the different void 
ratios. The material model parameters for each air volume fraction are shown in Table 6.3.  
 
Figure 6.7 compares the deformation-time history of the three aerated water models with 
the experimental result. The results indicate that aerated water with a 1% VF of air 
provided the closest match in terms of the peak deformation. However, aerated water does 
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not have a clear second loading phase in the experiments, while the 1% VF of air model 
predicts a similar second loading phase to the bulk water case. The 5% VF of air model 
predicts the peak deformation within 8% of the experiments and provides the best 
representation of the deformation-time history, as it does not predict a second loading 
phase. As such, all discussion of the aerated water model in the following sections refers to 
the 5% VF model. 
 
Table 6.3 P-alpha material model parameters for aerated water with air volume   
   fractions of 1, 5 and 10%. 
Air 
Volume 
Fraction 
(%) 
Porous 
Density 
(g/cm3) 
Porous 
Sound Speed 
(m/s) 
Initial Compaction 
Pressure  
(kPa) 
Solid Compaction 
Pressure 
 (kPa) 
Compaction 
Exponent 
1 0.99 120 500 4000 2 
5 0.95 54 500 4000 5 
10 0.90 40 500 4000 8 
 
 
 
Figure 6.7 Comparison of the deformation-time histories of the target centre for the  
   aerated water models with 1%, 5% and 10% VF of air with the experimental  
   results.  
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6.4.2  Sand Material Model 
The sand was modelled using the compaction EoS, the MO Granular strength model and 
the tensile pressure failure criteria. The compaction EoS is used to describe the  
pressure-volume relationship of porous materials. The EoS is described by pressure vs 
density and the sound speed vs density behaviour of the material. The parameters for the 
sand were taken from the work by Laine and Sandvik [159] who characterised Sjobo sand 
with a moisture content of ~7% and are shown in Figure 6.8. The MO Granular strength 
model is a pressure-dependant yield surface and the model inputs are shown Figure 6.9 
along with the relationship between the shear modulus and density of the sand. The sand 
was modelled using Eulerian elements. One issue with the use of this material model was 
the initial density specified in the model. The sand in the experiments described in this 
chapter had a density of 1.3 g/cm3 while the model was developed for sand with a density 
of 1.6 g/cm3. However, the model was not modified given the level of agreement with the 
experiments.  
 
 
Figure 6.8 (Left) Pressure vs density relationship for compaction EoS for sand [159]. 
   (Right) Sound speed vs density relationship for compaction EoS for  
   sand [159]. 
 
 
Figure 6.9 (Left) Pressure dependant yield surface for MO Granular model  
   for sand [159]. 
   (Right) Shear modulus vs density relationship for MO Granular model  
   for sand [159]. 
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6.4.3  EPS Material Model 
The EPS was modelled using the crushable foam material model with a linear EoS. The 
parameters for the EPS were taken from the PS2 material inputs defined by  
Karagiozova et al. [51]. The PS2 material has a compressive strength of 114 kPa at 10% 
strain, which is similar to the 135 kPa at 10% strain defined for H-Grade EPS. The density 
was 0.024 g/cm3, the bulk modulus was 5390 kPa and the shear modulus was 7379 kPa. 
The crushable foam material model is input in terms of the pressure vs ln (volumetric 
strain ratio), and the parameters are provided in Table 6.4. The definition for the 
ln(volumetric strain ratio) is given in Equation 6.1. The parameters entered into the model 
are shown in Table 6.4. As there was no densification included in the model inputs from 
Karagiozova et al. [51], the value at a strain of 0.9 was selected to include the effect of 
densification based on the compression tests from the same study.   
 
ln (Volumetric Strain Ratio) =  ln(
𝑉0
𝑉
 )      (6.1) 
 
where V0 is the initial volume and V is the current volume. 
 
Table 6.4 Compaction curve parameters for crushable foam material model. 
Strain ln(V0/V) Pressure (kPa) 
0.1 0.1054 114 
0.2 0.2231 147 
0.3 0.3567 165 
0.4 0.5108 202 
0.5 0.693 229 
0.6 0.916 284 
0.7 1.204 285 
0.8 1.609 551 
0.9 2.302 5000 
 
6.4.4  STF Material Model 
As there is no known available material model for a corn starch and water-based STF, 
simulations were conducted with ethylene glycol which has the same density as the STF. 
The model for ethylene glycol was taken from Petel [161] and employs a Mie-Grüneisen 
EoS in the form shown in Equation 6.2 and the parameters are provided in Table 6.5.  
 
𝑈𝑠 = 𝐶0 + 𝑆1𝑢𝑝 + 𝑆2𝑢𝑝
2       (6.2) 
Where Us is the shock velocity, up is the particle velocity, C0 is the sound speed of the 
material, and S1 and S2 are empirical constants.   
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Table 6.5 EoS parameters for ethylene glycol [168] which is used as a substitute for  
   the corn starch and water STF. 
ρ  
(g/cm3) 
C0 
(m/s) 
S1 
S2 
(s/km) 
1.1 1850 1.88 -0.061 
 
As STF’s behave in a similar manner to a solid under high rates of loading due to their 
high viscosity, an assumption was made that the STF would inhibit the formation and 
collapse of cavitation bubbles. Hence no cavitation threshold was defined in the material 
model representing the STF. While this model cannot describe the transition behaviour of 
a shear thickening fluid, the model is capable of predicting the effects of a fluid with a 
similar mass to the STF.  
 
6.5  Comparison between Experiments and Simulations 
Table 6.6 compares the experimental and numerical results for the peak dynamic 
deformation for each test condition. The prediction of the peak dynamic deformation at 
the centre of the target was within 8% of the experimental value for all test cases. Both the 
experiments and numerical simulations indicated that the timescale and rate of the loading 
varied between the mitigant types. Table 6.7 compares the experimental and numerical 
results for the peak velocity at the target centre. The numerical results are presented as 
both the maximum numerical value as well as an averaged value. The averaged value was 
calculated by averaging the velocity recorded in the numerical simulation over a time-step 
representing the sampling rate of the laser displacement transducer. This was required as 
the numerical simulations captured the velocity at a much higher sampling rate than the 
experiments. The model predicted the peak velocity (average) within 20% for all cases 
except the ½ EPS + ½ water.  
 
Figure 6.10 provides a visual comparison of the experimental and numerical results for the 
200 mm high sand and ½ EPS + ½ water containers, the two most erroneous predictions. 
The comparison indicates that the model correlates qualitatively with the deformation-
time history recorded in the experiments, which provides confidence in the validity of the 
model for each material type. These results justify the assumptions made in the selection 
of the material model parameters for the mitigants for this particular experimental setup. 
The ½ EPS + ½ water and the sand simulations were also able to identify the delayed 
loading of the plate centre that was observed in the experiments. This provides further 
confidence that these material models are providing a reasonable description of the 
behaviour of these mitigants under near-field blast loading conditions. Based on the 
validity of the models, they can be further interrogated to understand the underlying 
mechanics responsible for the performance differences recorded for each of the mitigants.  
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Table 6.6 Comparison of average experimental and numerical results for the peak  
  dynamic deformation.  
Mitigant 
Mitigant 
Height 
(mm) 
Peak Dynamic Deformation 
(mm) 
Reduction from Baseline 
Condition (%) 
Experiment Simulation Experiment Simulation 
None (baseline) - 136 139 - - 
Water container 200 63 66 54 53 
Water container 100 91 91 33 35 
Sand 200 56 56 59 60 
Sand 100 87 82 36 41 
EPS 200 141 133 -4 4 
½ EPS + ½ Water 200 92 93 32 33 
EG (STF) 200 62 64 54 54 
EG (STF) 100 86 90 37 35 
Aerated Water 200 65 70 52 50 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.10 Deformation-time histories for the 200 mm high sand and ½ EPS + ½ water  
   containers showing the experimental and numerical results. 
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Table 6.7 Comparison of the peak centre plate velocity for the experiment, the   
   simulation and the average of the simulation when adjusted to the same  
   time step as the experiments.  
Test Type 
Peak 
Velocity 
(Experiment) 
Peak 
Velocity 
(Simulation) 
Peak Velocity 
(Simulation 
Average) 
Percentage 
Difference 
(%) 
(Exp vs Sim) 
Baseline 285 m/s 320 m/s 303 m/s -6 
Baseline 282 m/s 320 m/s 303 m/s -14 
Water (200 mm) 157 m/s 184 m/s 149 m/s 5 
Water (100 mm) 203 m/s 240 m/s 215 m/s -6 
Aerated Water (200 mm) 131 m/s 193 m/s 154 m/s -18 
Aerated Water (200 mm) 128 m/s 193 m/s 154 m/s -20 
Sand (200 mm) 89 m/s 112 m/s 104 m/s -17 
Sand (200 mm) 87 m/s 112 m/s 104 m/s -20 
Sand (100 mm) 133 m/s 155 m/s 153 m/s -15 
EPS (200 mm) 330 m/s 350 m/s 348 m/s -6 
EPS (200 mm) 297 m/s 350 m/s 348 m/s -17 
½ EPS + ½ Water (200 
mm) 
178 m/s 324 m/s 272 m/s -53 
STF (200 mm) 131 m/s 172 m/s 140 m/s -7 
STF (200 mm) 137 m/s 172 m/s 140 m/s -2 
STF (100 mm) 173 m/s 209 m/s 179 m/s -4 
 
 
6.6  Assessment of Physical Mechanisms for Blast Loading and Blast  
  Mitigation 
6.6.1 Effect of Mitigant Mass on Blast Mitigation 
Whilst there are number of competing blast loading and mitigation mechanisms, a 
qualitative evaluation of the role of the mitigant mass can be made by comparing the 
performance of each mitigant for a given container size. By using a constant size, 
differences in the loading on the container as well as the shadowing effect should be 
minimised. Figure 6.11 presents this comparison for a container width of 300 mm and 
height of 200 mm. A strong relationship is identified between the density of the mitigant 
material and the mitigation provided for this size of container. However, this increase in 
mitigation does not scale linearly with the density of the mitigant. This finding is 
consistent with the approach presented in Chapter 4, where an analytical formula was 
presented to account for the influence of the mitigant mass (Equation 4.2). An evaluation 
of the influence of mass for each mitigant type is provided in Table 6.8.  This evaluation 
assumes a container height of 200 mm and a container radius of 150 mm, which is 
equivalent to the 300 mm x 300 mm x 200 mm container size. The ½ EPS + ½ water 
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provides a 25% reduction in momentum, which is considerable given the water only 
provides a 31% reduction, albeit with double the mass. As there was a significant 
difference in the target deformation for these two mitigants, it suggests that one of the 
other blast mitigation mechanisms is less effective for the ½ EPS + ½ water containers. The 
results show the decreasing benefit of using a mitigant with a higher density than water as 
the additional reduction in momentum and target deformation is minimal when compared 
to the mass increase.  
 
 
Figure 6.11 Effect of mitigant density on percentage reduction in permanent   
   deformation of target centre for a 300 mm x 300 mm x 200 mm container  
   size. 
 
Table 6.8 Effect of mitigant mass for 200 mm high containers with a radius of  
   150 mm.  
 
Mitigant 
Density 
(g/cm3) 
I/I0  
(below container) 
% Change in 
Total 
Momentum 
EPS 0.024 0.94 3 
½ EPS + ½ Water 0.5 0.44 25 
Aerated Water 0.95 0.29 31 
Water 1 0.28 31 
STF 1.1 0.26 33 
Sand 1.36 0.22 35 
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6.6.2 Effect of Mitigant Sound Speed 
Both the sand and EPS are compressible materials and have a sound speed that is 
significantly lower than water. In Figure 6.10 it was observed that there was a delay in the 
central deformation of the plate for the sand and ½ EPS + ½ water experiments. The 
reason for this is revealed in Figure 6.12, which shows the progression of the pressure 
wave within the water, sand, and ½ EPS + ½ water containers calculated using the 
numerical model. In all three cases the detonation products initially loaded the plate at the 
time of 0.16 ms. Shortly after this time at 0.20 ms, the pressure wave within the water 
container was reflected at the plate, loading the surface of the plate below the water 
container. In contrast to the water-filled container, the pressure wave travelled slower in 
the sand and the EPS and this resulted in the delayed arrival at the target plate. The initial 
loading at the target centre occurs at 0.36 ms for the ½ EPS + ½ water and 0.4 ms for the 
sand. The delayed arrival of the pressure wave below the container allows the observation 
of a small amount of central plate deformation caused by loading from the detonation 
products on the plate outside of the container prior to the arrival of the pressure wave 
within the container.  
 
Figure 6.13 compares the progression of the pressure wave within the aerated water and 
the STF with the water. Due to its higher sound speed, the pressure wave in the STF 
travels slightly faster than in water and arrives at the target at 0.19 ms (compared to 0.20 
ms in water). Whilst the aerated water had a sound speed of 54 m/s, no observable delay 
occurred in the arrival of the pressure wave in the experiments, in contrast to the sand and 
½ EPS + ½ water containers. The numerical simulation of the aerated water container 
indicated an arrival time of the pressure wave at the target of 0.22 ms, indicating only a 
slight delay when compared to water. This slight delay is consistent with the experiments. 
The simulations indicated that the loading from the air shock accelerated the aerated water 
to a velocity above 100 m/s, which is above the sound speed of the aerated water. In this 
circumstance a shock wave will be generated within the aerated water. In addition, 
analysis of the simulations indicated that the passing shock wave resulted in the aerated 
water almost instantaneously being converted into bulk water with a sound speed of 
~1500 m/s. The loading from the detonation products, which arrive slightly after the air 
shock at the surface of the container, is then transmitted through the bulk water. This 
pressure wave moves faster than the initial shock wave due to the higher sound speed and 
quickly catches the initial shock wave. This process generates a single shock wave which 
travels at ~1500 m/s.  
 
Whilst EPS has a lower sound speed than the water and the ½ EPS + ½ water that resulted 
in the delayed central deformation of the plate, the EPS container did not show any delay 
in loading at the plate centre. Figure 6.14 provides an explanation for this, as it shows how 
the loading from the blast deforms the EPS at a rate which is faster than the sound speed 
in the material. This indicates that due to the low strength of the EPS, the blast wave was 
able to accelerate the top surface of the container and hence the EPS to a velocity that was 
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well in excess of its nominal sound speed. This scenario was also observed by  
Karagiozova et al. [51] who found that the front surface of an EPS sandwich panel was 
accelerated to a velocity above the sound speed of the EPS. The complete collapse of the 
EPS occurred at the time of ~0.2 ms, which is similar to the time at which the pressure 
wave within the water-filled container reached the plate.  
 
 
Figure 6.12 Numerical simulations showing the pressure contours of the: 
   (a) – (c) ½ EPS + ½ water simulation at 0.16, 0.2 and 0.36 ms.  
   (d) – (f) Sand simulation at 0.16, 0.2 and 0.4 ms. 
   (g) – (i) Water simulation at 0.16, 0.2 and 0.4 ms. 
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Figure 6.13 Numerical simulations showing the pressure contours of the : 
   (a) – (b) Aerated water simulation at 0.16 and 0.2 ms.  
   (c) – (d) STF simulation at 0.16 and 0.2 ms. 
   (e) – (f) Water simulation at 0.16 and 0.2 ms. 
 
 
Figure 6.14 Numerical simulations of the pressure contours of the:  
   (a) – (c) EPS simulation at the times of 0.145, 0.16 and 0.2 ms. 
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As shown in Figures 6.12-6.14, there is a clear time delay between the loading at the edge 
of the target and the loading at the centre of the target for the lower sound speed 
mitigants. One mitigation mechanism that was not considered in Chapter 4 is the role this 
delay may have in reducing the deformation of the target. An assessment of the effect of a 
time delay between the loading at the target edge and centre was undertaken using 
numerical simulations.  
 
A 3D quarter symmetry model was used to replicate the EBD geometry with a 10 mm 
thick steel target plate. The loading was applied using the analytical blast boundary 
condition which uses the ConWep [17] loading curves. As the loading curves are for a 
spherical charge rather than the cylindrical charge used in the investigation, the charge 
size was scaled to provide a similar level of deflection to the baseline condition from the 
experiments. For a 20 kg TNT charge at a 600 mm stand-off the peak deflection was 
calculated to be 112 mm, which was similar to the 113 mm baseline deformation of the 10 
mm steel target in Chapter 4. The effect of time delay was assessed by assuming that the 
outer regions of the target were loaded the same as the baseline case, but a delay in the 
loading was experienced by the central region on the target. The central region affected 
was 150 mm x 150 mm in the quarter symmetry model which was used to represent the 
containers with a length/width of 300 mm from the experiments. Time delays of 0.1, 0.2 
and 0.3 ms were selected as these were similar to the delays provided by some of the 
mitigants. Figure 6.15 shows the influence of the time delay on the peak deformation when 
using this technique. The results indicate that the inclusion of a time delay due to the 
mitigants (in isolation of the other mitigation mechanisms) actually increases the 
deformation. Hence the delayed time of arrival of the pressure wave is not responsible for 
any blast mitigation.  
 
 
Figure 6.15 Effect of a delayed loading at the central part of the target  
   (300 mm x 300 mm) for a 20 kg spherical TNT charge at a stand-off of  
   600 mm from a 10 mm thick steel target. 
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6.6.3 Effect of Mitigant Compressibility (Peak-Pressure Reduction) 
Figure 6.12 shows that the sand-filled container was able to reduce the peak pressure 
applied to the centre of the target plate. An evaluation of the peak pressures at the target 
surface reveals the sand reduced the peak pressure by a factor of ~17 when compared to 
the water at the plate centre. However this reduction did not result in any significant 
reduction in the target deformation. This can be explained using the analytical models 
developed by Jones [38] for the deformation of circular plates subjected to impulsive 
loading.  
 
The non-dimensional deflection of a simply-supported plate subject to an impulsive non-
uniform pressure load (see Figure 6.16) is governed by the ratio (η) of the applied pressure, 
P, and the critical pressure, Pc, of the target plate. The critical pressure is the minimum 
pressure that can be applied to a target to initiate plastic deformation, and is calculated 
using:  
 
Pc = 12M0 / (R2(1-a/R)(1+3a/R))      (6.2)  
 
Where 
 
M0 = σ0H2/4         (6.3) 
 
σ0 is the yield stress of the steel (equal to 800 MPa for this investigation); H is the plate 
thickness (9 mm); R is the outer radius of the EBD (315 mm), and a is the radius of the 
cylindrical charge (125 mm). 
 
 
Figure 6.16 Simply supported circular plate subjected to a non-uniform axisymmetric  
   pressure pulse [39]. 
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Figure 6.17 shows the effect of η on the relationship between non-dimensional impulse 
and non-dimensional deflection. As the value of η approaches 2 for a given impulse, the 
plate deformation is reduced by approximately 50% when compared to an impulsive 
loading case (η→∞). However, when η is above 20, the reduction in plate deflection is 
minimal for a given impulse.  
 
Using equation 6.2, the critical pressure (Pc) is calculated to be 1.48 MPa for a 9 mm plate, 
which was similar to the average thickness (9.4 mm) used in the experiments described in 
this chapter. The peak pressures across the plate surface in the simulation with a 200 mm 
high water container ranged from 674 – 1700 MPa, while the peak pressures for the 200 
mm high sand container ranged from 43 - 100 MPa. The minimum value of η is 455 for the 
water and 27 for the sand. This indicates that the sand is unable to reduce the peak 
pressure to a sufficiently low level, where deflection of the steel plate used in this study 
will be significantly affected.  
 
For the 100 mm high water container simulation, the peak pressure across the surface of 
the plate ranged from 776 -1200 MPa, while the peak pressure across the surface of the 
plate for the 100 mm high sand container simulation ranged from 290 - 596 MPa. This 
indicated that the sand was only able to reduce the peak pressure for the 100 mm 
container size by a factor of 2-3 when compared to the water. This reduced effect for a 
smaller height of container is analogous to the densification of a foam material. 
 
 
Figure 6.17 Effect of η on the maximum permanent deformation (wf) using the analytical  
   model of Jones [39] for simply-supported circular plates. The y-axis is  
   non-dimensionalised based on the material thickness (H) and the loading  
   distribution (a). The x-axis in non-dimensionalised using a combined function (λ) of 
   the plate geometry, the plate mass per unit area (μ), the impulsive plate velocity 
   (v0) and the plastic collapse moment.    
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The aerated water, EPS, and ½ EPS and ½ water are also compressible mitigants which 
had the potential to reduce the peak pressure delivered to the steel target plate. However, 
Figures 6.12-6.14 show that these mitigants all reach densification due to the loading and 
are unable to significantly reduce the peak pressure at the target surface. Given the 
magnitude of loading in this scenario, it is thought that all foams with a plateau strength 
of <1.48 MPa would reach densification and thus not provide and mitigation through their 
compressibility. Hence no alternative foams were considered. 
 
6.6.4 Effect of Shadowing on Blast Mitigation 
The work in Chapter 4 identified shadowing by a water-filled container as a major blast 
mitigation mechanism. The use of the EPS mitigant was intended to take advantage of the 
shadowing effect with a lower mass than using water as a mitigant. Although the EPS 
filled container did not reduce the peak deformation of the plate (Table 6.6), Figure 6.14 
showed that there was still a shadow region generated by the container. In order to 
quantify the size and influence of the shadow region generated by the EPS container, 
additional simulations were performed to evaluate the spatial distribution of loading on 
the target plate using the flying plate technique. Figure 6.18 compares the momentum 
transferred to each of the concentric rings for the baseline condition, the 200 mm high 
water container, and the 200 mm high EPS container simulations. The EPS created a 
shadow region with a similar level of mitigation as the water for the first 50 mm beyond 
the edge of the container. Moving further outwards along the plate the EPS container still 
provides some mitigation, but is less effective than the water. Thus the hypothesis that the 
EPS could provide mitigation through shadowing was accurate. However, as the EPS 
provides minimal mitigation via the mass effect and all containers experience higher input 
loadings than the baseline condition due to a reduced stand-off to the charge, the net effect 
is that the EPS container provides no mitigation of the plate deformation.  
 
 
Figure 6.18 Comparison of the spatial distribution of momentum transfer for the   
   baseline condition, a water-filled container and a foam-filled container.  
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6.6.5 Effect of Spreading on Blast Mitigation 
The spreading of water was shown by modelling in Chapter 4 to be a major mitigation 
mechanism. The use of the ethylene glycol model for the STF means that shear-thickening 
behaviour is not captured and its effect on spreading cannot be assessed through 
numerical simulations. However, as this model is able to accurately predict the target 
deformation it is unlikely that the STF used in these experiments resulted in a significant 
difference in the spreading mechanism when compared to water. Similarly, the aerated 
water was shown to behave in a similar manner to the water. As such, neither of these 
mitigants is further evaluated in this section. EPS is also not considered in this section as it 
is not a fluid.  
 
Figures 6.19 and 6.20 present a comparison between the vertical and radial momentums 
for simulations with a 200 mm high water-filled container, a 200 mm high sand-filled 
container and a steel panel of equivalent areal density to the water-filled container. The 
simulations used the same setup as used for the deformable target simulations, except for 
the target and EBD, which were not modelled. This allowed the simulation to analyse the 
momentum transferred to the mitigants without any influence from the target plate. The 
numerical results show that all three mitigants have a similar vertical momentum 
following loading by the blast wave. The water, however, had a significantly higher radial 
momentum than the sand, while the steel, which is similar to a rigid body, has no radial 
momentum. As the radial momentum has 3600 coverage, the net momentum change is 
zero. However, the kinetic energy of the water was significantly higher than that of the 
sand. An evaluation of the energy distribution of the mitigants is presented in Figure 6.21 
and explains how energy and momentum are conserved in the cases of the water and sand 
containers. Both containers have a similar amount of total energy transferred to them by 
the blast wave, but the sand converts a significant amount of energy into internal energy 
through compression while the water converts the energy into kinetic energy in the radial 
direction. An explanation for the lower total energy for the steel is provided in  
Section 4.5.8.  
 
Further analysis was conducted to assess the influence of spreading through numerical 
simulations where the side-wall of the container was fixed to confine the mitigant. The 
target deformation for the simulations with and without the confinement were then 
compared to get an indication of the influence of spreading on the mitigation for the 
water, sand, and ½ EPS + ½ water containers. In all cases the container used had a radius 
of 150 mm and a height of 200 mm. The results are shown in Figure 6.22 and indicate that 
spreading plays a role for all three mitigants. Spreading has the largest influence for the 
water-filled container with a 90% increase in deformation when the side-wall was fixed. 
An increase of 61% was calculated for the ½ EPS + ½ water container and a 50% increase 
was calculated for the sand.  
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Figure 6.19 Comparison of the vertical momentum transferred to a water-filled   
   container, a sand-filled container and a steel applique. 
 
 
 
Figure 6.20 Comparison of the radial momentum transferred to a water-filled container,  
   a sand-filled container and a steel applique. 
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Figure 6.21 Comparison of the total energy, internal energy and kinetic energy   
   transferred to a water-filled container, a sand filled container and a steel  
   applique.  
 
 
Figure 6.22 Comparison of water, sand, and ½ EPS + ½ water containers with and   
   without confinement of the side-wall of the container. In all cases the   
   container had a radius of 150 mm and a height of 200 mm. 
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6.7   Summary 
This chapter described an experimental and numerical investigation into the effect of fill 
material on the blast mitigation provided by a mitigant-filled container. The experiments 
indicated that the best performing mitigant per unit volume was the sand, while the water 
provided the best performance per unit mass. The mitigation was found to be strongly 
dependant on the density of the mitigant with the EPS, having a very low mass, providing 
no reduction in the deformation of the steel target when compared to the baseline test. The 
STF and ½ EPS + ½ water provided similar levels of mitigation as an equivalent mass of 
water with the same surface area coverage. The mitigant material had a significant effect 
on the deformation-time history of the steel plate.  
 
Validated 2D numerical simulations were used to determine the physical mechanisms 
responsible for the differences in the plate response and mitigation provided. The sand 
and ½ EPS + ½ water containers were found to significantly delay the arrival of the 
pressure wave at the target surface due to their compressibility and low sound speed. 
However, further analysis showed neither the peak pressure reduction nor the time delay 
was a significant contributor to the blast mitigation. The key mitigation mechanisms for all 
mitigants were still found to be mass, shadowing and spreading. The spreading 
mechanism was shown to be important for the water-based mitigants and sand.  
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Chapter 7 – Effect of Container Stand-Off Distance and 
Multiple Containers  
Abstract 
This chapter presents two investigations that were targeted at understanding some of the 
integration issues associated with using water-filled containers for blast mitigation on an 
armoured vehicle. The first investigation used experiments and numerical simulations to 
assess the effect of introducing a stand-off between the water-filled container and the 
target. The experiments showed that the blast mitigation was similar for containers in 
contact with the target and at a short stand-off distance. Numerical models identified that 
there was a trade-off between enhancing the shadowing and spreading mitigation 
mechanisms and increasing the loading at the container surface when the container stand-
off distance was increased.  
 
The second investigation used experiments to evaluate the issues associated with using 
multiple water-filled containers as part of a blast protection system for an armoured 
vehicle. The experiments showed that increasing the gap between the containers reduced 
the blast mitigation provided when the explosive charge was placed above a central 
container and above the gap between two containers. As the containers were below the 
optimum width and the stand-off distance to the charge was quite large, further work is 
required to ensure these findings are applicable to a wider range of container 
configurations and blast loading conditions.  
 
Some of the research work presented in this Chapter has been published in: 
 
1. S. Di Placido, H. Bornstein, A. Orifici, S. Ryan and A. Mouritz, Effect of stand-off on the 
blast mitigation using water-filled containers, Design and Analysis of Protective Structures 
(DAPS) 2017, Melbourne, Australia, 30th November – 1st December, 2017.  
 
2. E. Yang and H. Bornstein, Effect of blast mitigation from multiple fluid containers, 30th 
International Symposium on Ballistics, Long Beach, California, 11th-15th September, 2017. 
 
Declaration of Work in this Chapter:  
Within this chapter there were two investigations conducted. In both cases, the 
investigations were performed in collaboration with other researchers. For the container 
stand-off investigation, the experimental program was planned and conducted by the 
author. The numerical simulations were conducted collaboratively with Sam Di Placido 
who was an RMIT undergraduate student working in support of this specific investigation 
under the guidance of the author. For the multiple container investigation, the work was 
performed collaboratively with Eric Yang who was a DST Group contractor working in 
support of this investigation under the supervision of the author.   
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7.1  Aims and Objectives 
This chapter documents two investigations which were aimed at assessing some 
outstanding integration issues when using water-filled containers for near-field blast 
protection of armoured vehicles. The first was a combined experimental and numerical 
investigation into the effect of introducing a stand-off between the water-filled container 
and the target. The second was an experimental investigation into the target response 
when using multiple water-filled containers in different lay-out configurations. The key 
aims of these investigations were:   
 
1. To evaluate the effect of introducing a stand-off between the water-filled container and 
the target to optimise the blast protection.   
 
2. To understand the role of the gap size between containers when multiple water-filled 
containers are used and the explosive is positioned above the central container.  
 
3. To understand the effect of an off-centre charge location for multiple water-filled 
containers, where the explosive is positioned above the gap between two neighbouring 
containers. 
 
7.2  Effect of Container Stand-Off on Blast Mitigation 
7.2.1 Rationale for Investigation 
The previous investigations conducted throughout this PhD project focused solely on the 
case where the water-filled container was placed in direct contact with the target. For 
practical applications this may not always be the case. In addition, the introduction of a 
stand-off can be considered analogous to having a partially filled container for containers 
placed on the bottom of the vehicle hull. Hence this investigation addressed the effect of 
including a stand-off distance between the water-filled container and the steel target plate. 
Whilst increasing the stand-off distance of the container from the target increases the 
loading on the container, it is also likely to enhance the spreading and shadowing 
mechanisms, which may result in improved blast mitigation.  
 
7.2.2 Experimental Testing 
The basic experimental setup was described in Section 3.1.3. The water-filled containers 
used in each test had a width/length of 300 mm and a height of 200 mm. The stand-off 
between the containers and the target plate was created by placing a small piece of closed 
cell foam below each corner of the container. The foam was rigid enough to support the 
mass of the water-filled container without deforming more than a few millimetres. The 
experimental setup for the container at a stand-off of 50 mm is shown in Figure 7.1. The 
experimental conditions evaluated included:  
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1) Baseline (no water) 
2) Container in contact with the target plate 
3) Container at a stand-off of 50 mm 
4) Container at a stand-off of 100 mm  
5) Container at a stand-off of 200 mm.  
 
Where possible a second test was conducted on some of the test conditions to evaluate the 
test-to-test variance in the experimental data. A full list of the experiments conducted in 
this investigation is provided in Table 7.1. 
 
 
Figure 7.1 Experimental setup for 300 mm wide and 200 mm high water-filled   
   containers at a stand-off distance of 50 mm from the steel target plate. 
 
Table 7.1 Experimental configurations. 
Test Number Container Stand-off Distance (mm) 
1 No Container 
2 No Container 
3 0 (Contact) 
4 50 
5 100 
6 100 
7 200 
5.06 kg PE4  
Water container 
50 mm stand-off 
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7.2.3 Numerical Modelling  
The numerical models used in this investigation were based on those described in  
Chapter 3. Initial simulations showed that there were stability issues due to the presence of 
the HDPE container at larger container stand-off distances. As such, the containers were 
not modelled in this investigation. To justify this approach the deformation-time histories 
for the 50 mm stand-off case was compared. As the peak deformation was similar for both 
cases and the profiles were very similar (Figure 7.2), this approach was considered valid. 
 
 
Figure 7.2 Numerical simulations for the 50 mm stand-off distance case, with and   
   without the HDPE container. 
 
7.2.4 Experimental and Numerical Modelling Results 
A complete list of the experimental and numerical modelling results is shown in Table 3. 
The relative error between two experimental tests with an identical setup was measured to 
be 11% for the 100 mm stand-off distance. The results indicate that there is minimal 
difference between the blast mitigation provided by the water-filled container in contact 
with the target plate and at a stand-off up to 100 mm from the target plate. For the contact, 
50 mm and 100 mm stand-off distances, the water-filled containers provided 
approximately 50% reduction in the target deformation. When the stand-off was increased 
to 200 mm the reduction in the mitigation provided was approximately 43%.  
 
The numerical models were able to capture the peak dynamic deformation with a 
reasonable level of accuracy, with five of the seven experiments being predicted to within 
5%. The additional two experiments were still within 17% of the experimental 
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deformation. The models were also able to capture the increase in target deformation 
when the stand-off distance was increased from 100 to 200 mm. The models are also 
shown to capture the deformation-time history of the target (Figures 7.3 – 7.7). This 
indicates that the numerical simulations are accurately analysing the mechanics of the 
loading and target response, and can be further interrogated to understand the blast 
mitigation mechanisms.   
 
Table 7.2 Experimental and numerical modelling results for all test conditions. 
Exp.  
Num. 
Container 
Stand-off  
(mm) 
Exp. Peak 
Dynamic 
Deformation  
(mm) 
% Reduction 
Dynamic 
Baseline  
(Exp) 
Model Peak 
Dynamic 
Deformation 
(mm) 
% Reduction 
Dynamic 
Baseline  
(Model) 
1 Baseline 129 NA 133 NA 
2 Baseline 129 NA 133 NA 
3 
None 
(Contact) 
65 50 65 51 
4 50 61 53 68 49 
5 100 59 54 69 48 
6 100 66 49 69 48 
7 200 74 43 73 45 
 
 
Figure 7.3 Comparison between experimental and numerical deformation-time   
   histories for the baseline condition. 
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Figure 7.4 Comparison between experimental and numerical deformation-time   
   histories for the water-filled container in contact with the target. 
 
 
Figure 7.5 Comparison between experimental and numerical deformation-time   
   histories for the water-filled container at a 50 mm stand-off distance from  
   the target. 
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Figure 7.6 Comparison between experimental and numerical deformation-time   
   histories for the water-filled container at a 100 mm stand-off distance from  
   the target. 
 
 
Figure 7.7 Comparison between experimental and numerical deformation-time   
   histories for the water-filled container at a 200 mm stand-off distance from  
   the target. 
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7.2.5 Mitigation Mechanisms 
7.2.5.1 Response of Water-Filled Containers 
The work performed in Chapter 4 showed that the shock wave and detonation products 
travel at a higher velocity than the pressure wave within the water-filled containers. This 
results in loading on the outer part of the target plate prior to the arrival of the pressure 
wave at the centre of the plate. The introduction of a stand-off between the target plate and 
the container further delays the arrival of the loading at the centre of the target. Figure 7.8 
shows that when the stand-off is introduced, the shock waves from the edges of the plate 
converge at the target centre resulting in a high pressure prior to water striking the target. 
It is also apparent that a pressure wave is reflected off the bottom surface of the water 
container, forming cavitation bubbles prior to the water interacting with the target. The 
tensile wave within the water container that generates the cavitation bubbles is also likely 
to enhance the spreading mechanism by increasing the radial velocity of the water prior to 
it striking the target.  
 
 
Figure 7.8 Response of water-filled containers at a stand-off distance of  
   (left) 50 mm (right) 100 mm.   
 
 
7.2.5.2 Effect of Stand-Off Reduction 
Whilst increasing the stand-off distance of the container from the target is intended to 
magnify the blast mitigation mechanisms, there is a trade-off due to the increase in loading 
at the surface of the container. An evaluation of the increase in loading at the container 
surface was performed using the flying ring technique described in Chapter 3. In this case 
no water was used and the flying rings were repositioned at different heights to represent 
the stand-off distance to the container surface. Figure 7.9 shows the percentage increase in 
the vertical momentum for each of the rings within a 150 mm radius (representing the 
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container) for each stand-off distance. The increase in the vertical momentum was 
consistent as the container stand-off distance increased and was more prominent closer to 
the centre of the target. For the 200 mm stand-off distance there is a 75-90% increase in the 
vertical momentum at the centre of the container when compared to the container in 
contact with the target. This is a significant amount of additional loading which the 
mitigation mechanisms need to overcome to enhance the blast protection provided when a 
stand-off distance is introduced.  
 
 
Figure 7.9 Effect of container stand-off distance on the vertical momentum transferred  
   at the surface of the container.  
 
7.2.5.3 Effect of Shadowing 
The effect of stand-off distance on the shadowing mechanism was assessed using the 
flying ring technique. Figure 7.10 compares the reduction in momentum transferred to the 
rings outside the container (shadow region) for the three stand-off distances and the 
contact case. The results suggest that there was no significant increase in the shadowing 
effect as the stand-off distance was increased. In many cases increasing the stand-off 
resulted in an increase in the momentum transferred to the target within the shadow 
region. Further analysis indicated that the spreading of the water resulted in loading on 
the target within the shadow region. This effect was observed in Chapter 4 when the 
shadow region for a water-filled container was compared with a pseudo-rigid container. 
However, the influence of the water loading on the target in the shadow region was 
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minimal when the container was placed in direct contact with the target. The effect 
appears to be more pronounced when the container is placed at larger stand-off distances 
from the target. Given this approach resulted in significant loading from the spreading 
water, the model was not able to isolate the role of shadowing from the other mechanisms.  
 
To overcome the limitation of this modelling approach, additional simulations were 
performed in which the water-filled container was modelled as a pseudo-rigid body with 
the same geometry and mass as the water container at the various stand-off distances. The 
results of these simulations are shown in Figure 7.11, and highlight that increasing the 
container stand-off from the target enhances the shadowing mitigation mechanism. One 
issue with this simulation approach was the expansion of the pseudo-rigid body upon 
contact with the flying rings. For the 100 and 200 mm stand-off distance simulations the 
edge of the pseudo-rigid body expanded far enough to load ‘ring 6’, which is the first ring 
in the shadow region. This led to a significantly higher momentum transfer than for the 
contact and 50 mm stand-off distance simulations at this location. As this contact loading 
is not representative of the shadowing effect, the results for ‘ring 6’ for these simulations 
are not presented. 
 
 
Figure 7.10 Effect of container stand-off on the vertical momentum transferred to the  
   target within the shadow region using water-filled containers. 
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Figure 7.11 Effect of container stand-off on the vertical momentum transferred to the  
   target within the shadow region using a pseudo-rigid body. 
 
7.2.5.4 Effect of Spreading 
The effect of spreading was initially evaluated by comparing the calculated radial 
momentum within the simulations for each stand-off distance. In the case of the container 
in contact with the target, an additional simulation was performed without the target to 
provide a proper comparison to the other setups, where the loading was completed before 
any interaction with the target. Figure 7.12 provides a comparison between the maximum 
radial and vertical momentums of the water for each test case and shows there is a clear 
increase in the radial momentum of the water at higher stand-off distances. This implies 
that the spreading effect may be enhanced at higher stand-off distances. In addition to 
assessing the momentum transferred to the water, the same analysis was performed for 
the pseudo-rigid body. Whilst the pseudo-rigid body had no radial momentum, the 
vertical momentum was within 3% of the result for the water. This is further validation 
that the pseudo-rigid body can accurately describe the vertical momentum transferred to 
the water-filled containers.  
 
To further evaluate the role of spreading, additional simulations were performed with a 
pseudo-rigid body in place of the water-filled containers using the deformable target 
setup. By comparing the results between the two mitigants, the effect of spreading is 
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isolated as the initial loading, shadowing and mass mechanisms are reasonably consistent 
between the two mitigants. Figure 7.13 compares the target deformation for each stand-off 
distance using both the water and pseudo-rigid body, and shows that the difference 
between the two mitigants increases with the stand-off distance. This highlights that 
increasing the stand-off distance enhances the spreading mitigation mechanism.  
 
 
Figure 7.12 Maximum vertical and radial momentum of water for each container  
   stand-off distance.  
 
 
Figure 7.13 Comparison of the target deformation for water and pseudo-rigid body   
   mitigants at a range of container stand-off distances.  
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7.2.6 Summary of Container Stand-Off Effect Investigation 
The experimental and numerical results presented indicate that there is no significant 
change to the target deformation when a water-filled container is placed at a short stand-
off distance (up to 100 mm) from the target. Further increases in the container stand-off 
result in an increase in the target deformation due to the increase in loading at the 
container surface caused by the container being closer to the explosive charge. Validated 
numerical models identified that the shadowing and spreading mitigation mechanisms are 
both magnified when the container stand-off is increased. However, the additional loading 
off-sets the enhancement of the mitigation mechanisms, resulting in no significant 
improvement to the blast mitigation provided by the water-filled containers.  
 
 
7.3  Effect of Multiple Water-Filled Containers on the Blast Mitigation 
7.3.1 Rationale for Investigation 
The previous investigations identified that tall and narrow water-filled containers 
provided the best blast mitigation. Hence, for these containers to be implemented on an 
armoured vehicle with multiple occupants, it may be necessary to use multiple containers. 
Shadowing and spreading are major blast mitigation mechanisms, which may be affected 
by the containers being placed in close proximity to one another. In order to effectively 
integrate water-filled containers onto a vehicle an understanding of these effects is 
required.  
 
To address this integration issue, one component of the investigation was to identify the 
influence of the gap size between multiple containers. In addition, for practical 
applications the explosive may not detonate directly above a container as has been 
evaluated in all previous investigations using water-filled containers. In these cases there 
may be confinement of the loading between the containers, which may result in an 
increase in deformation when compared to the baseline condition. As such, an 
investigation was performed where the explosive charge was placed above the gap 
between two containers and the effect of the gap size was assessed. 
 
7.3.2 Experimental Setup 
The experiments conducted for this investigation focused on understanding the effect of 
the following variables on the blast protection provided: 1) the length of the water 
coverage, 2) the effect of gap sizes between containers with an explosive charge above the 
central container, and 3) the effect of gap sizes between two containers with an explosive 
placed above the gap.  
 
All tests were conducted using a 3 kg cylindrical PE4 charge, suspended directly above the 
centre of the target plate at a stand-off distance of 810 mm. The diameter of the charge was 
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200 mm and the stand-off distance was measured from the bottom of the charge to the top 
surface of the steel target plate. The target plates were made of the same steel grade as the 
experiments reported in Chapters 4-6. The plates had a length and width of 1 m, and the 
thickness was 5.7 mm. An aperture plate with a 700 mm × 700 mm central cut-out was 
placed over the target plate, and 28 M24 high strength steel bolts with a pre-tension of  
120 Nm were used to clamp the plates to the rig. The completed assembly is shown in 
Figure 7.14. 
 
The containers used in the experiments were five-sided transparent acrylic cubic 
containers with wall thickness of 4 mm and a length of 152 mm. Prior to testing, the 
containers were filled with water and a 4 mm thick acrylic lid was used to enclose the 
container. Ten experimental arrangements were used to investigate the three different 
cases described above. Each of these arrangements is shown in Figure 7.15 except the 
baseline case (no mitigation). The effect of coverage length was assessed using a series of 
‘single fluid volumes’ formed by placing one, two and three containers in-line with each 
other (1C, 2C, 3C). To compare their performance with an equivalent areal density of steel, 
20 mm thick steel plates with the same coverage area as the 2C and 3C arrangements were 
also tested. The effect of gap size for a centrally located charge was assessed with gaps of 
60 mm (3Cn) and 120 mm (3Cw). For the off-centre charge cases with two containers, gaps 
of 197 mm (2Cn) and 394 mm (2Cw) were used. A number of tests were repeated to assess 
the variability in the data. A full list of the experiments is given in Table 7.3. 
 
 
Figure 7.14 Experimental setup showing the two container case with a narrow gap. This  
   setup was used to evaluate the effect of an explosive charge going off between 
   the containers.  
Steel Plate 
Explosive Charge 
Water Containers 
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Table 7.3 List of experiments.  
Test Number Arrangement Mitigant Containers Mitigant Weight (kg) 
1 Baseline water 0 0.0 
2 Baseline water 0 0.0 
3 1C water 1 3.5 
4 1C water 1 3.5 
5 2C water 2 7.1 
6 2Cn water 2 7.1 
7 2Cn water 2 7.1 
8 2Cw water 2 7.1 
9 3C water 3 10.6 
10 3C water 3 10.6 
11 3Cn water 3 10.6 
12 3Cw water 3 10.6 
13 3Cw water 3 10.6 
14 2C Plate steel 0 7.3 
15 3C Plate steel 0 10.9 
16 3C Plate steel 0 10.9 
 
 
Figure 7.15 Experimental setups for all test conditions except the baseline condition. 
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7.3.3 Experimental Results 
A total of 16 blast experiments were conducted, with the results shown in Table 7.4. Of the 
ten configurations evaluated, tests on six of these were repeated. The relative error was 
calculated by comparing the percentage difference in deformation from the repeated tests. 
The maximum relative error was 8%. In the following sections, the averaged deformation 
for the two tests is used to compare the experimental test conditions. An example of a 
plate post blast is shown in Figure 7.16.  
 
Table 7.4 Experimental results for blast tests.  
Test 
Number 
Arrangement Mitigant Containers 
Mitigant 
Weight 
(kg) 
Deformation 
(mm) 
Reduction in 
Deformation 
from 
Baseline (%) 
Efficiency 
(% Red 
per kg of 
water) 
1 Baseline water 0 0.0 91 NA NA 
2 Baseline water 0 0.0 97 NA NA 
3 1C water 1 3.5 91 3 0.9 
4 1C water 1 3.5 84 11 3.1 
5 2C water 2 7 81 13 1.8 
6 2Cn water 2 7 81 14 2.0 
7 2Cn water 2 7 84 10 1.4 
8 2Cw water 2 7 91 3 0.4 
9 3C water 3 10.5 65 30 2.8 
10 3C water 3 10.5 70 26 2.5 
11 3Cn water 3 10.5 77 18 1.7 
12 3Cw water 3 10.5 82 13 1.2 
13 3Cw water 3 10.5 87 8 0.8 
14 2C Plate steel 0 7.3 83 11 1.5 
15 3C Plate steel 0 10.9 78 17 1.6 
16 3C Plate steel 0 10.9 83 12 1.1 
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Figure 7.16 Image of target deformation post-blast.  
 
7.3.3.1 Length of Water Coverage 
An evaluation of the test cases where there were no gaps between the water-filled 
containers is presented in Figure 7.17, and it shows that increasing the coverage of water 
resulted in an increase in the blast mitigation provided for the test condition used in this 
investigation. This is contrary to the experiments described in Chapter 4, where increasing 
the container width reduced the blast mitigation provided. This result is explained by the 
optimisation study from Chapter 5, as it was shown that there was an optimum width of 
container for a given container height. For the test setup used in this investigation, the size 
of an individual container was below the optimum container size; hence the percentage 
reduction achieved by the water-filled containers shown in Figure 7.17 is less that that 
previously demonstrated. (Note: These experiments were conducted prior to the 
optimisation analysis presented in Chapter 5 being performed.) Figure 7.17 also compares 
these results to the steel applique panels of an equivalent areal density. The water-filled 
containers out-performed the steel applique panels.  
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Figure 7.17 Comparison between the blast mitigation provided by different numbers of  
   water-filled containers (no-gap) and steel appliques of equivalent areal  density.  
 
7.3.3.2 Effect of Gap Size for Explosives Placed Above the Central Container 
The results for the experiments designed to assess the effect of introducing gaps between 
three water-filled containers with the explosive positioned above the central container are 
shown in Figure 7.18. The introduction of a gap between the containers decreased the 
performance of the protection system. The performance was found to decrease as the gap 
size was increased. (It should be noted that the container width used in these experiments 
were below the optimum container width for the experimental condition.)  
 
 
Figure 7.18 Effect of gap size for multiple water-filled containers where the charge is  
   placed above the central container.  
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7.3.3.3 Effect of Gap Size for Explosives Placed Between Two Containers 
The results for the experiments designed to assess the effect of introducing gaps between 
two water-filled containers with the explosive positioned above the gap between the 
containers are shown in Figure 7.19. The gap between the containers decreased the 
performance of the protection system. The blast mitigation decreased as the gap size 
increased. Whilst there was a decrease in performance, all test conditions resulted in 
improved protection when compared to the baseline case. This is important as it means 
that for this scenario, there is no charge location that would result in a reduction in 
performance when multiple water-filled containers are included as part of the protection 
system.  
 
 
Figure 7.19 Effect of gap size for multiple water-filled containers where the charge is  
   placed  above the gap between two containers.  
 
7.3.3.4 Efficiency of Mitigation 
An evaluation of the average efficiency for each test setup is provided in Figure 7.20. The 
results show that the 3C setup (three containers with no gap) provides the most efficient 
protection. This again highlights that the individual containers were well below the 
optimum size for the test setup.  
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Figure 7.20 Average efficiency of protection for all mitigant setups.  
 
7.3.4 Issues with Multiple Container Investigation 
The experimental test conditions used in this investigation were selected from available 
test fixtures and plates. As such the size of the fixture required the containers to be quite 
small to fit multiple containers on the test fixture. This resulted in the single containers 
having a width below the optimum size. It is unclear whether this would have affected the 
conclusions drawn from the gap size study where the charges were placed above the 
central container. In addition, the stand-off distance was quite high (810 mm) and was 
selected to ensure that the deformation of the steel targets did not cause significant 
elongation of the bolt holes. It is likely that there would be applications where the  
stand-off distance would be smaller and this may have caused more confinement of the 
shock wave and detonation products when the charge was placed above the gap between 
the containers. Future work should look to address these limitations.  
 
Whilst there were some limitations in terms of the practical outcomes of the study with 
multiple containers, the experiments provide a useful dataset to validate numerical 
models. Once these models have been validated further work can be performed to 
evaluate the influence of larger containers as well as smaller stand-off distance cases.   
 
7.3.5 Summary of Multiple Container Investigation 
The investigation into the use of multiple containers again concluded that water-filled 
containers were suitable for blast protection as they outperformed steel applique panels of 
an equivalent areal density. The experiments indicated that increasing the gap size 
between containers resulted in a reduction to the blast mitigation provided for this 
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scenario. However, as the width of the individual containers was found to be below the 
optimum width, it is unclear whether this finding can be extended to other container 
configurations and blast loading scenarios. The experiments also indicated that the water 
always provided some mitigation, even when the explosive charge is placed between two 
containers. Given this finding may be affected by the stand-off distance to the explosive 
charge, future work should assess whether this finding can be extended to other container 
configurations and loading scenarios. 
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Chapter 8 - Conclusions and Recommendations 
8.1  Conclusions 
This PhD project was focused on understanding the mechanisms responsible for the 
mitigation of deformation provided by water-filled containers to a flat steel plate subject to 
a near-field air blast. Towards this end a number of experimental and numerical 
simulation studies were conducted in order to understand the key variables influencing 
the system performance.  
The first series of experiments highlighted the importance of container geometry when 
determining the blast mitigation provided. Differences of up to 100% were found between 
the peak deformations of flat steel plates shielded by water-filled containers with an 
identical volume of water but different aspect ratios. Taller and narrower containers were 
found to provide the best mitigation, with the best performing container providing a 65% 
reduction in the deformation of a steel target plate when compared to an unshielded plate. 
Validated numerical simulations of these experiments were used to evaluate a range of 
potential blast mitigation mechanisms. The conclusions regarding each of the mitigation 
mechanisms are described below:   
1. Evaporation  
An analysis of the timescale of the loading indicated that there was insufficient time for 
evaporation to be a key mitigation mechanism for the scenario investigated.  
2. Mass 
The mass of the mitigant was identified as a key mitigation mechanism. An analysis using 
rigid body dynamics provided an effective means to quantify the role of the mitigant mass 
in reducing the momentum transferred to a target. The role of mass was found to be non-
linear with diminishing returns as the mass was increased.  
3. Rarefaction Waves 
The numerical simulations identified that rarefaction waves were generated at the edge of 
the water-filled container. However, when the effect was quantified using a flying ring 
model setup, it was found to be minimal. 
4. Shadowing 
Shadowing was identified as a key mitigation mechanism through the use of numerical 
simulations with the flying ring technique. The size of the shadow region was found to 
increase as the height of the container increased. Reductions in momentum of up to 70% 
were calculated within the shadow region.  
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5. Spreading  
Spreading was identified as a key mitigation mechanism through the use of numerical 
simulations, where the mitigation from water-filled containers was compared to rigid 
containers of an identical mass and geometry. The spreading mechanism was found to be 
enhanced by taller and narrower containers.  
6. Peak Pressure Modification 
An evaluation of the pressure-time histories through the numerical simulations indicated 
that the water increased the peak pressure at the target surface. Given that the  
water-filled containers reduced the peak deformation, the increased surface pressure was 
not a mitigation mechanism.  
7. Cavitation 
An analysis of the pressure-time histories of the target plates in conjunction with the 
numerical simulations identified that the collapse of cavitation bubbles resulted in 
additional loading phases on the target. Hence the role of cavitation was as a loading 
mechanism rather than a mitigation mechanism.  
Whilst the water-filled containers provided mitigation through a number of the 
mechanisms described, there was a trade-off between these mitigation mechanisms and 
enhancing the loading into the system. As the top surface of the water-filled container was 
closer to the explosive charge, the mitigation mechanisms had to overcome a significant 
increase in loading. For a 300 mm high container, the increase in momentum transferred to 
the water was ~100%. This trade-off was found to result in an optimum container width 
for a given height of container that resulted in a maximum reduction in target 
deformation. 
The effect of geometry was further evaluated for a range of novel container geometries, 
which attempted to enhance protection by exploiting the shadowing and spreading 
mechanisms. Whilst no novel container shape was able to provide a greater reduction than 
the best performing quadrangular-shaped container, a mushroom-shaped container was 
found to provide the most efficient mitigation of the evaluated geometries (i.e. reduction 
in deformation per unit mass of added weight). 
Introducing a stand-off between the water-filled container and the target plate was found 
to provide no additional mitigation for small stand-off distances. For greater stand-off 
distances, the additional loading on the container resulted in a reduction in the mitigation 
provided. These findings indicate that small container stand-offs can be introduced 
without any significant adverse effect on the mitigation and that partially filled containers 
are also likely to still provide a level of blast mitigation.  
Further investigations were conducted into the effect of the mitigant type. Evaluations 
were made with aerated water, sand, EPS, EPS + water, and STF. Of the mitigants 
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evaluated, sand provided the best mitigation per unit volume, while water provided the 
best mitigation per unit mass. Whilst the compressibility of some the mitigants altered the 
pressure-time histories on the target, for the scenario evaluated they were not able to 
reduce the peak pressure to a level which influenced the deformation of the target. In all 
cases, the key mitigation mechanisms were still a combination of mass, shadowing and 
spreading. These results highlight that water is the best mitigant for armoured vehicle 
protection, particularly given it is already carried on board the vehicles.  
8.2  Recommendations 
The results presented in this thesis highlight the potential to use water-filled containers in 
the blast protection of armoured vehicles. It is recommended that further work be 
performed to allow the effective integration of water-filled containers into the blast 
protection of armoured vehicles. However, in order to effectively integrate the containers 
into a protection system, there are a number of issues which need to be addressed that 
were not fully covered in this thesis. A range of these issues are described below: 
 
1. Effect of Water-Filled Containers against Buried Charges 
This investigation only looked at the performance against air blast. Whilst some 
preliminary tests have shown the effectiveness of water-filled containers against combined 
blast/soil loadings (not included in thesis), further work is needed to determine whether 
the same conclusions can be drawn regarding the mitigation mechanisms and optimum 
container designs.  
 
2. Optimisation of Water-Filled Container against Various Hull Shapes 
This investigation only evaluated the optimal container design for a flat steel target plate. 
As most armoured vehicles have a shaped hull, further understanding of the effect of this 
shape on the performance of the water-filled containers is required to optimise the design 
for armoured vehicles.  
 
3. Effect of Charge Stand-Off and Target Size 
This investigation only evaluated the optimal container design for a single charge  
stand-off and target size. Armoured vehicles have a range of ground clearances and there 
is likely to be a minimum charge stand-off where the water-filled containers will be 
effective. This is due to the increased loading at the container surface caused by the  
stand-off reduction. The size of the target may also influence the amount of mitigation 
provided and potentially the optimum size of container.  
 
4. Integration of Multiple Containers into Blast Protection System 
Whilst an attempt was made to assess the impact of multiple containers, the study 
presented in this thesis did not use an optimal size of container. It is recommended that 
the study be either re-performed experimentally using optimum container sizes or 
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validated numerical models are used to understand the impact of containers in close 
proximity to each other for optimum container sizes at more representative stand-off 
distances.  
 
5. Development of 3D Numerical Modelling Capability 
The numerical modelling presented in this investigation was mostly performed using 2D 
axial symmetry. Integrating the containers into actual vehicle designs will require the 
development of an accurate methodology to model the performance of the water-filled 
containers using a 3D model. It is recommended that further work be performed to 
develop this method.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
194 
References 
1.  International campaign to ban landmines – Cluster munition coalition (ICBL-
 CMC), Landmine monitor 2016, 2016. 
2.  R. Cross, Glowing bacteria detect landmines, Science Magazine, 2017.  
3.  V. Radonić, L. Giunio, V. Vidjak, V. Boschi, D. Barić, R. Stipić, Mine clearance 
 injuries in South Croatia, Military Medicine, Vol. 169(8), pp. 642-647, 2004. 
4.  P. Stiff, Taming the landmine, Galago Publishing, 1986. 
5.  C. Sloan, Mine warfare on land, MacMillan, 1986. 
6.  D. Starry, Mounted combat in vietnam, CreateSpace Independent Publishing, 2016.  
7.  A. Showichen, Numerical analysis of vehicle bottom structures subjected to anti-tank 
 mine explosions, PhD thesis, Carnfield University, 2008. 
8.  C. King, Jane's mines and mine clearance, 9th edition, Janes Information Group, 2004. 
9.  iCasualties. Operation enduring freedom - Coalition military casualties by year, 2017  
 [cited 2017 21st July]; Available from: http://icasualties.org/oef/. 
10.  N. Crawford, War related death, injury and displacement in Afghanistan and Pakistan  
 2001-2014, Brown University, 2015. 
11.  United Nations, Convention on the prohibition of the use, stockpiling, production and 
 transfer of anti-personnel mines and on their destruction (Ottawa Treaty), 1997.  
12.  N. Nethery, Evolution of United States military landmine doctrine and employment, MSc 
 thesis, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College: Fort Leavenworth, KS, 
 2015. 
13.  R. Bello, Literature review on landmines and detection methods, Frontiers in Science,  
 Vol. 3(1), pp. 27-42, 2013.  
14.  H. Bornstein, P. Phillips, C. Anderson, Evaluation of the blast mitigating effects of fluid 
 containers, International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 75, pp. 222-228, 2015. 
15.  C. Needham, Blast waves, Springer, 2010. 
16.  K. Raj, E. Andrzej, Mathematical models of blast induced TBI: current status, challenges 
 and prospects, Frontiers in Neurology, Vol. 4, 2013. 
17.  G. Bulmash, C. Kingery, Airblast parameters from TNT spherical air bursts and 
 hemispherical surface bursts, TR-02555, US Army Armament and Development 
 Center, 1984. 
18.  D. Hyde, Fundamentals of protective design for conventional weapons, TM 5-855-1, US 
 Army Corps of Engineers, 1986. 
19.  M. Swisdak, Explosion effects and properties Part I - Explosion effects in air, 
 NSWC/WOL/TR 75-116, Naval Surface Weapons Centre, 1975. 
20.  United facilites criteria (UFC), Structures to resist the effects of accidental explosions, 
 UFC 3-340-02, US Department of Defence, 2008. 
21.  P. Locking, The problem with TNT equivalence, 26th International Symposium on 
 Ballistics, Miami, Florida, 12th-16th September, 2011. 
22.  P. Cooper, Comments on TNT equivalence, 20th International Pyrotechnics Seminar, 
 Colorado Springs, Colorado, 24th-29th July, 1994. 
  
195 
23.  R. Veldman, M. Nansteel, C. Chen, Measurement of blast reflected overpressure at small 
 charge standoff with tourmaline piezoelectric transducers, 26th International 
 Symposium on Ballistics, Miami, Florida, 12th-16th September, 2011. 
24.  D. Ritzel. Basics of blast physics, Course Notes, 2010.  
25.  H. Sternberg, H. Hurwitz, Calculated spherical shock waves produced by condensed 
 explosives in air and water, 6th International Symposium on Detonation, Coronado, 
 California, 24th-27th August, 1976. 
26.  D. Bergeron, R. Walker, C. Coffey, Detonation of 100-gram anti-personnel mine 
 surrogate charges in sand: A test case for computer code validation, SR 668, Defence 
 Research Establishment Suffield, 1998. 
27.  S. Rigby, S. Fay, S. Clarke, A. Tyas, J. Reay, J. Warren, M. Gant, I. Elgy, Measuring 
 spatial pressure distribution from explosives buried in dry Leighton Buzzard sand. 
 International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 96, pp. 89-104, 2016. 
28.  L. Taylor, W. Fourney, U. Leiste, B. Cheeseman, Loading mechanisms on a target from 
 detonation of a buried charge, 24th International Symposium on Ballistics, New 
 Orleans, Lousiana, 22nd-26th September, 2008. 
29.  D. Fiserova, Numerical analyses of buried mine explosions with emphasis on effect of soil 
 properties on loading, PhD thesis, Cranfield University, 2006. 
30.  P. Westine, B. Morris., P. Cox, E. Polch, Development of computer program for floor 
 plate response from land mine explosions (Limited Release), SwRI 7434/1, South West 
 Research Institute,  1985. 
31.  J. Tremblay, Impulse on blast deflectors from a landmine explosion, DREV-TM-9814, 
 Defence Research Establishment Valcartier, 1998.  
32.  A. Ramasamy, S. Masouros., N. Newell, A. Hill, W. Proud, K. Brown, A. Bull,  
 J. Clasper, In-vehicle extremity injuries from improvised explosive devices: current and 
 future foci, Phil. Trans R. Soc. B, Vol. 366, pp. 160-170, 2011. 
33.  N. Yoganandan, F. Pintar., M. Boynton, P. Begeman, P. Prasad, S. Kuppa, R. 
 Morgan, R. Eppinger, Dynamic axial tolerance of the human foot-ankle complex, 40th 
 Stapp Car Crash Conference, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 4th-6th November, 1996. 
34.  J. Funk, J. Crandall, L. Tourret, C. MacMahon, C. Bass, J. Patrie, N. Khaewpong,  
 R. Eppinger, The axial injury tolerance of the human foot/ankle complex and the effect of 
 achilles tension. Journal of Biomechanical Engineering, Vol. 124(6), pp. 750-757, 2002. 
35.  A. Martin Eiband, Human tolerance to rapidly applied accelerations: A summary of the 
 literature, NASA MEMO 5-19-59E, NASA Lewis Research Center, 1959.  
36.  E. Stech, P. Payne, Dynamic models of the human body. AMRL-TR-66-157, Aerospace 
 Medical Research Laboratory, 1969. 
37.  J. Brinkley, J. Shaffer., Dynamic simulation techniques for the design of escape systems: 
 Current applications and future air force requirements, AMRL-TR-71-29, Aerospace 
 Medical Research Laboratory, 1971.  
38.  D. Haskell, Deformation and fracture of tank bottom hull plates subjected to mine blast,  
 AD-750 329, Ballistic Research Laboratories, 1972.  
39.  N. Jones, Structural Impact, 2nd edition, Cambridge University Press. 
  
196 
40.  G. Nurick, J. Martin, Deformation of thin plates subjected to impulsive loading - a review. 
 Part I: theoretical considerations, International Journal of Impact Engineering,  
 Vol. 8(2), pp. 159-69, 1989. 
41.  G. Nurick, J. Martin, Deformations of thin plates subjected to impulsive loading - a 
 review. Part II: experimental studies, International Journal of Impact Engineering,  
 Vol. 8(2), pp. 171-86, 1989. 
42.  G. Langdon, W. Lee, L. Louca, The influence of material type on the response of plates to  
 air-blast loading, International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 78, pp. 150-160, 
 2015. 
43.  B. McDonald, H. Bornstein, G. Landon, R. Curry, A. Daliri, A. Orifici, 
 Experimental response of high strength steels to localised blast loading, International 
 Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 115, pp. 106-119, 2018.  
44.  S. Follett, Blast analysis of composite v-shaped hulls: An experimental and numerical 
 approach, MSc thesis, Cranfield University, 2011. 
45.  F. Zhu, Impulsive loading of sandwich panels with cellular cores, PhD thesis, Swinburne 
 University of Technology, 2008. 
46.  N. Fleck, V. Deshpande, The resistance of clamped sandwich beams to shock loading. 
 Journal of Applied Mechanics, Vol. 71, pp. 386-401, 2004. 
47.  N. Kambouchev, Analysis of blast mitigation strategies exploiting fluid-structure 
 interaction, PhD thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2007. 
48.  A. Hanssen, L. Enstock, M. Langseth, Close-range blast loading of aluminium foam 
 panels, International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 27(6), pp. 593-618, 2002. 
49.  K. Dharmasena, H. Wadley, T. Liu, V. Deshpande, The dynamic response of edge 
 clamped plates loaded by spherically expanding sand shells. International Journal of 
 Impact Engineering, Vol. 62, pp. 182-195, 2013. 
50.  R. Holloman, V. Deshpande, H. Wadley, Impulse transfer during sand impact with a 
 cellular structure, International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 82, pp. 36-58, 
 2015. 
51.  D. Karagiozova, G. Nurick, G. Langdon, S. Chung Kim Yuen, Y. Chi, S. Bartle, 
 Response of flexible sandwich-type panels to blast loading, Composites Science and 
 Technology, Vol. 69(6), pp. 754-763, 2009. 
52.  D. Karagiozova, Velocity attenuation and force transfer by a single and double-layer 
 cladding made of foam materials, International Journal of Protective Structures,  
 Vol. 2(4), pp. 417-437, 2011. 
53.  G. Imbalzano, P. Tran, T. Ngo, P. Lee, A numerical study of auxetic composite panels 
 under blast loadings, Composite Structures, Vol. 135, pp. 339-352, 2016. 
54.  I. McPhedran, Aussie Bushmaster a lethal lifesaver, Daily Telegraph, Available from: 
 http://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/aussie-bushmaster-a-lethal-lifesaver/story-
 e6frewp9-1226344161550. 
55.  T. Van Brook, Estimate of lives saved by MRAPs lowered, USA Today, Available from: 
 http://usatoday30.usatoday.com/news/military/story/2012-08-13/mraps-
 afghanistan-pentagon/57038856/1. 
  
197 
56.  C. Anderson Jr, T. Behner, C. Weiss, Mine blast loading experiments, International 
 Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 38(8–9), pp. 697-706, 2011. 
57.  W. Fourney, U. Leiste, A. Hauch, D. Jung, Distribution of specific impulse on vehicles 
 subjected to IEDs, IMPLAST 2010, Providence, Rhode Island, 12th-14th October, 2010. 
58.  K. Genson, Vehicle shaping for mine blast damage reduction, MSc thesis, University of 
 Maryland, 2006. 
59.  S. Chung Kim Yuen, G. Langdon, G. Nurick, E. Pickering, V. Balden, Response of V-
 shape plates to localised blast load: Experiments and numerical simulation, International 
 Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 46, pp. 97-109, 2012. 
60.  D. Fox, X. Huang, D. Jung, W. Fourney, U. Leiste, J. Lee, The response of small scale 
 rigid targets to shallow buried explosive detonations, International Journal of Impact 
 Engineering, Vol. 38(11), pp. 882-891, 2011. 
61.  H. Bornstein, D. Montoya, K. Ackland, Mitigation of loads due to near filed blast, 
 Australasian Structural Engineering Conference 2012, Perth, Australia 11th-13th 
 July, 2012. 
62.  V. Denefeld, N. Heider, A. Holzworth, A. Sättler, M. Salk, Reduction of global effects 
 on vehicles after IED detonations, Defence Technology, Vol. 10(2), pp. 219-225, 2014. 
63.  C. Child, Blast effects on vehicle hull shapes, MSc thesis, Cranfield University, 2009. 
64.  L. Schwer, P. Du Bois, Blast modelling, Course Notes, 2014. 
65.  M. Fisher, D. Halliday, J. Leach, N. Fife, Numerical optimisation of a novel triple 'v' 
 hull design, 28th International Symposium on Ballistics, Atlanta, Georgia, 22nd-26th 
 September, 2014. 
66.  J. Israel, H. Tan, J. Goetz, A. Tovar, M. Castainer, M. Yunnam, D. Gorsich, Vehicle 
 hull shape optimisation for minimum weight under blast loading, Report number 23737, 
 Purdue University, 2013. 
67.  R. Jain, Blast mitigation solutions via FEM-based design optimization, MSc thesis, 
 Arizona State University, 2009. 
68.  S. Hlady, D. Bergeron, R. Gonzalez, Protecting vehicles from landmine blast,  22nd 
 International Symposium on Ballistics, Vancouver, Canada, 14th-18th November, 
 2005. 
69.  K. Kailasanth, P. Tatem, F. Williams, J. Mahwhinney, Blast mitigation using water - A 
 status report, NRL/MR/6410-02-8606, US Naval Research Laboratory, 2002. 
70.  A. Resnyansky, T. Delaney, Experimental study of blast mitigation in a water mist,  
 DSTO-TR-1944, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, 2006. 
71.  R. Tosello, D. Leriche, A. Chauvin, J. Zerbib, G. Joudan, E. Daniel, C. Mariani,  
 L. Houas, L. Biamino, Shockwave attenuation using watermist, 22nd Military Aspects 
 in Blast and Shock Symposium (MABS 22), Bourges, France, 5th-9th November, 
 2012. 
72.  J. Bailey, J. Farley, F. Williams, M. Lindsay, D. Schwer, Blast mitigation using water 
 mist, NRL/MR/6180-06-8933, US Naval Research Laboratory, 2006. 
73.  H. Willauer, R. Ananth, J. Farley, F. Williams, G. Back, M. Kennedy, J. O’Connor,  
 V. Gameiro, Blast mitigation using water mist: Test series II, NRL/MR/6180-09-9182, 
 US Naval Research Laboratory, 2009. 
  
198 
74.  TNO, Blast and noise mitigation of open air explosions, 2006. 
75.  W. Hartman, B. Boughton, M. Larsen, Blast mitigation capabilities of aqueaos foam, 
 SAND2006-0533, Sandia National Laboratories, 2006. 
76.  S. Eriksson, Water in explosives storage, 4th Military Aspects in Blast and Shock 
 Symposium (MABS 4), Southend-on-sea, England, 1974. 
77.  P. Chabin, F. Pitiot, Blast wave mitigation by water, 28th DoD Explosives Safety 
 Seminar, Orlando, Florida, 18th-20th August, 1998. 
78.  M. Cheng, K. Hung, O. Chong, Numerical study of water mitigation effects on blast 
 wave, Shock Waves, Vol. 14(3), pp. 217-223, 2005. 
79.  Y. Shin, M. Lee, K. Lam, K. Yeo, Modeling mitigation effects of watershield on shock 
 waves, Shock and Vibration, Vol. 5(4), pp. 225-234, 1998. 
80.  R. Allen, D. Kirkpatrick, A. Longbottom, A. Milne, N. Bourne, Experimental and 
 numerical study of freefield blast mitigation, Shock Compression of Condensed Matter 
 2003, Portland, Oregon, 20th-25th July, 2003. 
81.  D. Kirkpatrick, A. Argyle, K. Harrison, J. Leggett, A comparison of the blast & 
 fragment mitigation performance of several structurally weak materials, Shock 
 Compression of Condensed Matter 2007, Waikoloa, Hawaii, 24th-29th June, 2007. 
82.  D. Bogosian, D. Piepenberg, Effectiveness of frangible barriers for blast shielding, 17th 
 Military Aspects in Blast and Shock Symposium (MABS 17), Las Vegas, Nevada, 
 10th-14th June, 2002. 
83.  L. Chen, L. Zhang, Q. Fang, Y. Mao, Performance based investigation on the 
 construction of anti-blast water wall. International Journal of Impact Engineering,  
 Vol. 81, pp. 17-33, 2015. 
84.  R. Lottero, R., Numerical modelling of the responses of a water barricade and an acceptor 
 stack to the detonation of a donor munitions stack, 28th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, 
 Orlando, Florida, 18th-20th August, 1998. 
85.  W. Keenan, P. Wagner, Mitigation of confined explosion effects by placing water in 
 proximity of explosives, 25th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, Anaheim, California, 
 18th-20th August, 1992. 
86.  J. Malvar, J. Tancreto, Analytical and test results for water mitigation of explosion effects, 
 28th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, Orlando, Florida, 18th-20th August, 1998. 
87.  I. Edri, V. Feldgun, Y. Karinski, D. Yankelevsky, Afterburning aspects in an internal 
 TNT explosion, International Journal of Protective Structures, Vol. 4(1), pp. 97-115, 
 2013. 
88.  K. Marchand, C. Oswald, M. Polcyn, Testing and analysis done in support of the 
 development of a container for on-site weapon demilitarization, 27th DoD Explosives 
 Safety Seminar, Las Vegas, Nevada, 22nd-26th August, 1996. 
89.  L. Absil, H. Verbeek, R. Forsen, A. Bryntse, Water mitigation of explosion effects  
 Part II: Redistribution of explosion energy, 28th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, 
 Orlando, Florida, 18th-20th August, 1998. 
90.  D. Schwer, K. Kailasanath, Numerical simulations of the mitigation of unconfined 
 explosions using water-mist, Proceedings of the Combustion Institute, Vol. 31(2),  
 pp. 2361-2369, 2007. 
  
199 
91.  R. Ananth, H. Ladouceur, H. Willauer, J. Farley, F. Williams, Effect of water mist on a 
 confined blast, SUPDET 2008, Orlando, Florida, 11th-13th March, 2008. 
92.  R. Forsén, H. Hansson, A. Carlberg, Large scale test on mitigation effects of water in the 
 KLOTZ club tunner in Alvdalen, FOA R-97-00470-311-SE, FOA Sweden, 1997. 
93.  R. Forsén, A. Carlberg, S. Eriksson, Small scale tests on mitigation effecs of water in a 
 model of the KLOTZ club tunnel in Alvdalen, 27th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, Las 
 Vegas, Nevada, 22nd-26th August, 1996. 
94.  R. Forsén, A. Bryntse, L. Absil, Water mitigation of explosion effects Part 1: The dynamic 
 pressure from partially confined spaces, 28th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, Orlando, 
 Florida, 18th-20th August, 1998. 
95.  C. Joachim, C. Lunderman, Blast suppression with water - Results of small-scale test 
 program, 15th Military Aspects in Blast and Shock Symposium (MABS 15), Banff, 
 Canada, 15th-18th September, 1997. 
96.  A. Bryntse, L. Absil, J. Weerheijm, Mitigation od explosion effects with water: The 
 pressure in partially confined spaces, 29th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar,  
 New O rleans, Louisiana, 18th-20th July, 2000. 
97.  J. Wolfson, Blast damage mitigation of steel structures from near-contact charges, PhD 
 Thesis, University of California San Diego, 2008. 
98.  Y. Chen, W. Huang, S. Constantini, Blast shock wave mitigation using the hydraulic 
 energy redirection and release technology, Plos One, Vol. 7(6), 2012. 
99.  D. Knies, A. Moser, Shock transfer armour, US 20140208928 A1, US Patent Office, 
 2014. 
100. B. Xu, Y. Qiao, X. Chen, Mitigating impact/blast energy via a novel nanofluidic energy 
 capture mechanism, Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids, Vol. 62,  
 pp. 194-208, 2014. 
101. M. Grujicic, R. Yavari, J. Snipes, S. Ramaswami, A zeolite absorbent/nano-fluidics 
 protection based blast and ballistic impact mitigation system. Journal of Materials 
 Science, Vol. 50(5), pp. 2019-2037, 2015. 
102. T. Homae, K. Wakabayashi, T. Matsumura, Y. Nakayama, Reduction of explosion 
 damage using sand or water layer, Shock Compression of Condensed Matter 
 2007, Waikoloa, Hawaii, 24th-29th June, 2007. 
103. B. Gel'fand, M. Sil’nikov, A. Mikhailin, A. Orlov, Attenuation of Blast Overpressures 
 from Liquid in an Elastic Shell, Combustion, explosion and shock waves, Vol. 37(5), 
 pp. 607-612, 2001. 
104. Y. Sugiyama, T. Homae, K. Wakabayashi, T. Matsumura, Y. Nakayama, Numerical 
 simulations on the attenuation effect of a barrier material on a blast wave. Journal of Loss 
 Prevention in the Process Industries, Vol. 32, pp. 135-143, 2014. 
105. A. Britan, H. Shapiro, M. Liverts, G. Ben-Dor, A. Chimnayya, A. Hadjadj, Macro-
 mechanical modelling of blast wave mitigation in foams. Part I: review of available 
 experiments and models, Shock Waves, Vol. 23(1), pp. 5-23, 2013. 
106. C. Breda, M. Sturtzer, S. Kerampran, J. Legendre, Y. Scolan, Shock and blast wave 
 mitigation by wet aqueous foam, 23rd Military Aspects in Blast and Shock Symposium 
 (MABS 23), Oxford, United Kingdom, 23rd-27th September, 2014. 
  
200 
107. C. Breda, M. Sturtzer, S. Kerampran, J. Legendre, Y. Scolan, Shock mitigation in 
 aqueaous foam, EUFOAM 2014, Thessaloniki, Greece, 7th-10th July, 2014. 
108. E. Del Prete, A. Chimnayya, L. Domergue, A. Hadjadj, J. Haas, Blast wave mitigation 
 by dry aqueous foams, Shock Waves, Vol. 23(1), pp. 39-53, 2013. 
109. M. Sil’nikov, A. Mikhaylin, Protection of flying vehicles against blast loads, Acta 
 Astronautica, Vol. 97, pp. 30-37, 2014. 
110. B. Gel’fand, M. Sil’nikov, The selection of an efficient blast-reduction method when 
 detonating explosives, Doklady Physics, Vol. 47(3), pp. 192-194, 2002. 
111. J. Butz, P. French, Application of fine water mists to hydrogen deflagration, Halon 
 Alternatives, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 11th-13th May, 1993. 
112. R. Miller, K. Harstada, J. Bellana, Evaluation of equilibrium and non-equilibrium 
 evaporation models for many droplet gas-liquid flow simulations,  International Journal 
 of Multiphase Flow, Vol. 24, pp. 1025-1055, 1998.  
113. M. Grujicic, B. Pandurangan, C. Zhao, B. Cheeseman, A computational investigation 
 of various water-induced explosion mitigation mechanisms, Multidiscipline Modeling  in 
 Materials and Structures, Vol. 3(2), pp. 185-212, 2007. 
114. R. Schmehl, G. Maier, S. Wittig,  Analysis of fuel atomization, secondary droplet breakup 
 and spray dispersion in premix duct of a LPP combustor, 8th Conference on Liquid 
 Atomization and Spray Systems, Pasadena, California, 16th-20th July, 2000.  
115. G. Thomas, On the conditions required for explosion mitigation by water sprays, 
 Process Safety and Environmental Protection, Vol. 78(5), pp. 339-354, 2000. 
116. K. Van Wingerden, Mitigation of gas explosions using water deluge, Process Safety 
 Progress, Vol. 19(3), pp. 173-178, 2000. 
117. K. Adiga, H. Willauer, R. Ananth, F. Williams, Implications of droplet breakup and 
 formation of ultra fine mist in blast mitigation, Fire Safety Journal, Vol. 44(3),  
 pp. 363-369, 2009.  
118. R. Ripley, L. Donahue, T. Dunbar, S. Murray, C. Anderson, F. Zhang, D. Ritzel, 
 Ground reflection interaction with height-of-burst metalized explosions, 26th 
 International Symposium on Shock Waves, Göttingen, Germany, 15th-20th July 
 2007. 
119. R. Wilcox, Water as a blast shock suppressant, 28th DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, 
 Orlando, Florida, 18th-20th August, 1998. 
120. S. Salter, J. Parkes, The use of water-filled bags to reduce the effects of explosives, 26th 
 DoD Explosives Safety Seminar, Miami, Florida, 16th-18th August, 1994. 
121. T. Rahimzadeh, E. Arruda, M. Thouless, Design of armor for protection against blast 
 and impact, Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids, Vol. 85, pp. 98-111, 
 2015. 
122. S. Rigby, Blast wave clearing effects on finite-sized targets subjected to explosive loads, 
 PhD thesis, University of Sheffield, 2014. 
123. C. Hudson, Sound pulse approximations to blast loading (with comments on transient 
 drag), SC-TM-191-55(51), Sandia National Laboratories, 1955. 
124. A. Tyas, J. Warren, T. Bennett, S. Fay, Prediction of clearing effects in far-field blast 
 loading of finite targets, Shock Waves, Vol. 21(2),  pp. 111-119, 2011. 
  
201 
125. A. Tyas. T. Bennett, J. Warren, Clearing of blast waves on finite-sized targets – an 
 overlooked approach, Applied Mechanics and Materials, Vol. 82, pp. 669-674, 2011. 
126. C. Brennan, Cavitation and bubble dynamics, Oxford University Press, 1995. 
127. G. Taylor, The pressure and impulse of submarine explosion waves on plates. The 
 scientific papers of G.I. Taylor Vol. III, Cambridge University Press, 1963. 
128. G. McShane, V. Deshpande, N. Fleck, Underwater blast response of free-standing 
 sandwich plates with metallic lattice cores. International Journal of Impact 
 Engineering, Vol. 37(11), pp. 1138-1149, 2010. 
129. A. Schiffer, V. Tagarielli, One-dimensional response of sandwich plates to underwater 
 blast: Fluid-structure interaction experiments and simulations, International Journal of 
 Impact Engineering, Vol. 71, pp. 34-49, 2014. 
130. V. Deshpande, N. Fleck, One-dimensional response of sandwich plates to 
 underwater shock loading, Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids,  
 Vol. 53(11), pp. 2347-2383, 2005.  
131. A. Schiffer, V. Tagarielli, The response of circular composite plates to underwater blast: 
 Experiments and modelling, Journal of Fluids and Structures, Vol. 52, pp. 130-144,  
 2015. 
132. H. Espinosa, S. Lee, N. Moldovan, A novel fluid structure interaction experiment to 
 investigate deformation of structural elements subjected to impulsive loading,
 Experimental Mechanics, Vol. 46(6), pp. 805-824, 2006. 
133. K. Ackland, C. Anderson, T. Ngo, Deformation of polyurea-coated steel plates  under 
 localised blast loading, International Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 51, 
  pp. 13-22, 2013. 
134. E. Pickering, S. Chung Kim Yuen, G. Nurick, P. Haw, The response of quadrangular 
 plates to buried charges, International  Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 49,  
 pp. 103-114, 2012. 
135. I. Snyman, M. Olivier, F. Mostert, Measurement of dynamic deformation of clamped 
 circular plates in small scale blast loading experiments, 28th International Symposium 
 on Ballistics, Atlanta, Georgia, 22nd-26th September, 2014. 
136. S. Chung Kim Yuen, G. Nurick, G. Langdon, Y. Iyer, Deformation of thin plates 
 subjected to impulsive load: part III - an  update 25 years on, International Journal of 
 Impact Engineering, Vol. 107, pp. 108-117, 2017. 
137. P. Mellen, C. Pienaar, A. Wildegger-Gaissmaier, Response of concrete panels under 
 blast and fragment loading, 24th Military Aspects in Blast and Shock Symposium 
 (MABS 24), Halifax, Canada, 18th-23rd September, 2016. 
138. A. Gargano, K. Pingkarawat, M. Blacklock, V. Pickerd, A. Mouritz, Comparative 
 assessment of the explosive blast performance of  carbon and glass fibre-polymer composites 
 used in naval ship structures, Composite Structures, Vol. 171, pp. 306-316, 2017. 
139. W. Pellini, R. Goode, R. Huber, R. Judy, Metallurgical characteristics of high  strength 
 structural materials, NRL report 6258, US Naval Research Laboratory, 1964. 
140. MIL-STD-2149A, Standard procedures for explosion testing ferrous and non-ferrous 
 metallic materials and weldments, 1990. 
  
202 
141. S. Weckert, C. Anderson, A preliminary comparison between TNT and PE4 landmines, 
 DSTO-TN-0723, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, 2006. 
142. ANSYS Inc, AUTODYN Training Course: ANSYS Workbench Release 11.0, 2006. 
143. B. Dobratz, P. Crawford, LLNL Explosives handbook: Properties of chemical explosives 
 and explosive simulants, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, 1985. 
144. E. Lee, H. Hornig, J. Kury,  Adiabatic expansion of high explosive detonation products, 
 UCRL-50422, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, 1968. 
145. D. Bogosian, M. Yokota, S. Rigby, TNT equivalence of C-4 and PE4: A review of 
 traditional sources and recent data, 24th Military Aspects in Blast and Shock 
 Symposium (MABS 24), Halifax, Canada, 18th-23rd September, 2016. 
146. D. Matsuka, Hull users' manual, AFATL-TR-84-59, Air Force Armament Laboratory, 
 1984. 
147. J. Boteler, G. Sutherland, Tensile failure of water due to shock wave interactions, 
 Journal of Applied Physics, Vol. 96(11), pp. 6919-6924, 2004. 
148. S. Marsh, LASL shock hugoniot data, University of California Press, 1980. 
149. MatWeb. Overview of materials for high density polyethylene (HDPE) injection moulded. 
 2015  [cited 22nd April 2015]. 
150. S. Ryan, S. Cimpoeru, S. Abdel-Malek, G. Kennedy, N. Herzig, N. Thadhani, 
 Characterising and validating the plastic behaviour of a high strength steel, To be 
 submitted. 
151. P. Hazell, C. Beveridge, K. Groves, G. Appleby-Thomas, The shock compression of  
 microorganism-loaded broths and emulsions: Experiments and simulations, International 
 Journal of Impact Engineering, Vol. 37(4), pp. 433-440, 2010. 
152. V. Joynt, MURI Lecture, 2010. 
153. I. Elgy, D. Pope, I. Pickup, A study of combined particle and blast wave loading of 
 structures, J. Phys. IV France, Vol. 134, pp. 467-471, 2006. 
154. N. Heider, A. Klomfass, Numerical and experimental analysis of the detonation of sand-
 buried mines, 22nd International Symposium on Ballistics, Vancouver, Canada,  
 14th-18th November, 2005. 
155. A. Tyas, J. Reay, S. Fay, S. Clarke, S. Rigby, J. Warren, D. Pope, Experimental studies 
 of the effect of rapid afterburn on shock development of near-field explosions, 24th Military 
 Aspects in Blast and Shock Symposium (MABS 24), Halifax, Canada, 18th-23rd 
 September, 2016. 
156. H. Bornstein, Unpublished research, Defence Science and Technology Group.  
157. P. Sherkar, J. Shin, A. Whittaker, A. Aref, Influence of charge shape and point of 
 detonation on blast-resistant design, Journal of Structural Engineering, Vol. 142(2), 
 2016. 
158. S. McCallum, D. Townsend, Simulation of hydrodynamic ram and liquid aeration, 5th 
 European LS-DYNA Users Conference, Birmingham, UK, 25th-26th May, 2005. 
159. L. Laine, A. Sandvik, Derivation of mechanical properties for sand, 4th Asia-Pacific 
 Conference on Shock and Impact Loads on Structures, Singapore, 21st-23rd 
 November, 2001.   
160. http://www.bondor.co.nz/PDFDownloads/Polyfoam%20Brochure.pdf. 
  
203 
161. O. Petel, Response of shear thickening materials to uniaxial shock compression, PhD 
 thesis, McGill Univerity, 2011. 
 
